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January  1,  1976 

To  the  Governor  and  General  Assembly: 

This  report  is  the^second  to  be  respectfully  submitted 
in  compliance  with  the  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act./ 
Section  28A,  Article  77  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  Maryland  (1969 
Replacement  Volume) .     Although  this  report  for  School  Year 
1974-75  strongly  resembles  the  first  report  for  School  Year 
1973-74  in  format  and  content,     a  number  of  activities  are  under 
way  which  will  expand  and  improve  the  Maryland  Accountability 
Program  (MAP).     Sxibsequent  reports  should  reflect  these  changes 
as  resources  for  their  implementation  are  made  available.  In 
fact,  a  supplemental  report  will  be  published  in  February  on 
the  results  of  the  Fall  1975  assessment  of  seventh  and  eleventh 
grades  in  \Vhich  the  Maryland  Basic  Skills  Reading  Mastery  Test 
was  used.     This  assessment  is  part  of  the  Action  Plan  for  the 
Assessment  Component  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program 
which^as  reviewed  by  all  advisors  and  svibsequently  approved  by 
the  Maryland  State  Board  of  Education  last  July.  Cooperative 
activities  are  under  way  in  the  Process  Evaluation  Component 
and  in  the  Program  Cost  Component  €xf  the  MAP  as  well.  These 
activities  and  their  outcome^  for  decislpnmaking  will  be  fully 
reported  in  January  1977 

This  year's  report  provides  new  information  concerned 
with  Special  Education  and  Pupil  Services  programs  at  State 
apd  school  system  levels.     Definitive  information  regarding  pro- 
gress toward^agreed-on  gpals  and  objectives  will  be  reported  i^ 
these  and  other  program  areas  in  future  years.  ^  ^  ' 

As  I  iounseled  in  my  transmittal  letter  of  last  year,  I 
should  like  to  emphasize  again  —  readers  should  exercise  ap- 
propriate cautipn  in  forming  judgments  about  the  public  schools 
of  the  state  based  solely  on  the  data  in  this  report.    We  are 
neither  ready  nor  able  to  make  far-reaching  policy*  decisions  re- 
garding the  allocation  and  application  of  resources  (staff, 
facilities,  equipment,  an^  materials)  on  the  basis  of  descrip- 
tive demographic  information  and  assessment  data  from  a  very 
limited  portion  of  the  total  ed^icational  progratn  of  our  schools. 
As  the  MAP  continues  to  unfold^  it  will  be  possible  to  make 
better  and  nonintuitive  decisions  in  the  management  of  the  public 
educationa^^nterprise . 

The  development  and  operation  of  the  MAP  and  the  publica- 
tion of  this  report  would  have  been  difficult  or  impossible  with- 
out the  extensive *ef forts  contributed  by  our  advisors,  consultants^ 
and  state  and  local  educatoi:  participants  —  only^  a  few  of  whom 
have  been  identified  in  the  preceding  pagesv    To  all  concerned, 
especially  teachers  and  other  school  level  staffs  we  extend  our' 
thanks . 
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Sij?^^ely  yours ,  rj 


O  _  /'  ^'      "  J/MES  A.  SENSENBAUGH 
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rtate  Superintendent  of  Schools, 


REPORT  SUMMARY 


^  I ,  Introduction 

This  report  provides  descriptive  information  for  public 
officials  and  the  general  piiblic  about^aryland '  s  public  schools. 
It  is  the  second  report  required  by  the  Maryland  Educational 
Accountability  Act.     (The  first  was  published  in  January  1975.) 
This  second  report  contains  information  about: 

•  The  implementation  of  the  Maryland  Accountability 
Progrcun  on  the  state  and  local  school  system 
levels  —  present  achievement  and  future  plans; 

•  Demographic  data  for  the  state,  local  school  sys- 
tems, and  schools; 

•  Assessment  data  on  ability  and  achievement  summa- 
rized at  the  state  and  school  system  levels;  and 

•  Assessment  data  on  ability  and  achievement  for 
each  Maryland  public  school  with  Grades  3,  5,  1, 
and  9 . 


II.  Overview 

^  The  report  begins  with  a  general  discussion  of  educa- 
tional accountability  and  the  nature  of  the  accountability  effort, 
in  Maryland.     Then,  it  moves  on  to  a  more  detailed  presentation 
of  accountabili^^ty  .objectivjes  and  achievements  on  both  th?  state 
and  local  school  system  IJfvels.  -  A  brief  outline  of  the  entire 
document  appears  below: ^ 


Chapter  1      Edtfcational  Accountability 


This  chapter  defines  educational  accountability  and 
introduces  the  reader  to  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  — 
past,  present  and  future.  ^' 
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Chapter  2      Maryland  State  Department  of  Education:  Accomplish- 
ments and  Objectives  ,  / 

/ 

/ 

/ 

r    This  chapter  provides  a  detailed  description  of  ^he 
agency  objectives  in  education  that  were  set  by  the  Maryland 
State  Department  of  Education  (MSDE) .  '  It  also  lists  some  major 
accomplishments  for  Fiscal  Year  1975  and  plans  for  Fiscal  Year 
1976  in  each  of  the  Department  of  Education's  functional  areas 
of  activity,  i.e.,  educational  programs,  public  library  programs, 
vocational  rehabilitation  programs,  general  management  and  pro- 
gram support  services. 


Chapter  3      How  to  Use  the  Maryland  Accounteibility  Program  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  assist  the  reader  in 
understanding  and  using  the  tables  in  this  report.     Samples  of 
Tables  1,  2,  2A,  3,  and  4  are  given,  along  with  definitions  of 
the  terms  iased  in  each  table  and  guidelines  for^ interpreting  the 
data. 

N 

Chapter  4      Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  InformatiQn 

This  chapter  reports  on  the  stat\is  of  the  statue  and 
local  scji^l ' system^  accountability  programs.     Each  o£  tHese  re- 
ports is  followed  by  the  tables  described  below  whiclj  give  de- 
tailed infonj^ation  on  demographic  background  and  test  results 
for  that  levels 


Table  1.     Community  and  Public  School  Resources 
Profile  —  Provides  background  information  on  the 
state  and  local  levels   (e.g.,  total  population, 
median  family  incomes  >  school  enrollment,  and 
per  pupil  instructional  costs) .     There  are  se- 
parate tables  numbered  "1**  for  the  state  level 
and  each  local  sys±em. 
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Table  ,2.     Nonverbal  Ability  in  Average  Standard 
Age  Scores  and  Academic  Achievement  in  Average 
Grade  Equivalent  Scares,  by  Skill  Area  and  hy 
Grade        Gives  an  overview  of  the  performance 
of  the  state  and  school  systems  in  each  of  thd 
basic  skill  areas  tested.     There  are  separate 
tables  numbered  "2"  for  the  state  level  and 
each  local  system. 

Table  2A*     Comparison  of  Year  I   (1973-74)  with 
Year  II   (1974-75)   Data  in  Average  Standard  Age 
Scores        Compares  the  test  results  from  Year  I 
and  Year  II  of  the  ac?cpuntability  program.  A& 
explained  in  Chapter  3,  however,  differences  in 
test  scores  should  be  viewed  in  the  light  of 
differences  in  otheir  variables,  e.g.f  Standard 
Age  Scores   (SAS) .     There  are  separate ' tables 
numbered  **2A"  for  the  state  level  and  each  local 
system.. 

Table  3.     School  Level  —  Community  and  Pxiblic 
School  Resources  Profile  —  Gives  background  in- 
formation (e.g.,.  total  scl>ool  enrollment,  pupil/ 
s^aff  pation)   for  each  school  in  the  individual 
school  system... 

Table  4.   *^School  Level        School  Average  Grade 
Equivalent  Scdres,  by  Skill  Area,  Compared  with 
Maryland  Norms  Based  on  School  Average  Standard 
Age  Scores  —  Shows  the^ test  results  of  children 
in  a  particular  school  ^^^&©mpa:red  to  the  state 
norm.     Test  results  are  displaced  by  grade  and 
by  skill  area. 


Chapter  5,      Program  Cost  Component 

This  chapter  described  the  efforts  of  stat?  and  local 
officials  to  achieve  a  statewide  uniform  reporting  system,  in 
the  spirit  of -accountability ,  through  improved  financial  report- 
ing  procedures. 
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Chapter  6  ^  Special  Education  Component  '  * 

1^  ■  .      ■ '  ■  ■ 

This  chapter  djespribes^the' special  e^^^ation  ^program 
currently  provided ^for  handicapped  children  in  Maryland  ^-ulDlic 
schools.     It  also  C^utXines  plans  tp  ensure  th^t  all  children 
needing^  special  education  will:  be  identified  and  that  appropriate 
programs  will  be  available  to  them.     ^  ^  ' 


Chapter  7      ^upil  Services  Component 

•  *      '  .  .       .  ■••     *  .  ■        ,  -  .  ■   '  •  " 

-      This'  chapter  details  tbe  efforts^  of  state  arid"  local 
pupil  services  staff  to  devplop  a^ planning  model  for  pupil  ser- 
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the  school  experience.  ^ 
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Chapter  1  educational  accountability 

d.l  Introduotion  to  the  ]>taryland  Accoimtability  Program 

Report,  School  Year  1974-1975  / 

This  i^eport  was  developed  as  the  main  instrviment  for 
disclosure  of  informata\pn  about  goals  in  public  edu6ation  and 
progress^ toward  those  go^ls.     It  ,is  directed  to  the  Governor 
and^the  General  AsseitOb^y  as  required  by  the  Maryland  Account- 
ability Act.   'chapj:dr  1  explains  the  concept  of  educational 
accountability.     The  information  in  this  chapter  is  divided  into 
the  following  sections:    (1)  the  defriT±tioi]u?f  accountability; 
(2)'  i:he  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act;^~T?)~~^^e~J^rxla^ 
Accountability  Program;    (4)  accountability' and  decisionmaking  in 
education;  and  *(5)  Maryland' s  future 'in  accpuntabilil^.  The 
<re.3.ationship  of  this  document  to  the  state's  overall  respbnsibil- 
ity  for  educational  accountability  should  be  d'ear  to  the 
interested  citizen  and  edudatdr  after  reading  tjiis  chapter. 


1,2  The  Definition  of  Accountability 

'      Simply  Stated,  educational  accountability  is  an  attempt  . 
to  disclose  and  explain  results  achieved  by  public  school  programs. 
Its  purposes  are:     (IK  to  promote-  an  understanding  of  the  relation- 
ships among  the  quality  of  education,  the  characteristics  of  educa- 
tional programs,  the  processes  of  education,  and  needed  and  avail- 
able human  and  material  resources;:  and  (2)  on- the  basis  of  that 
understanding,  to  make  improvemeats  in  the  educational  system. 


More  specifically,  the  Malryland  Accountability  Program 
can  be  said  to  have^'six  basic  characteristics.     First  is  its  positive 
emphasis.    AccountabilVty  will  help  identify  exemplary  programs. 
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and  detentiine  which  are  more  effective  than  others.    Recognition  and 
dissemination  of  the  more  successful  programs- will  be  emphasized.  ^ 
and  formal  plans  will  be  Written  for  the  thorp^ugh  study  of  exemplary 
program  characteristics  so  that  they  may  be  eifttilated. 

The  second  characteristic  of  the  accountability  program 
includes  goal-setting,  assessment ,  analysis,  and  reporting.  The\. 
setting  of  educational  goals  and  objectives  is  an  important  element 
of  any.  accountability  program.     It  is  important  to  note  that  assess- 
ment results  should  bfe  interpreted  ultimately  more  in  terms  of  local 
objectives  th'ah  in  terms  of  national  or  state  norms.  Assessment 

helps  measure  pro%res3  towaard  goals  arid  provides,  thrdugh  analysis, 
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^information  for  program  improvement  and  for  reporting  purposes. 

Gradual  and  deliberate  movement  into  an  accountability 
program  is  the  third  characteristic  of  the  Maryland  'system. 7  Rather 
than  attempting  to  develop  a  complete  and  ex;emplary  p^;ogr^fn  quickly , 
Maryland's  goal  is  to  progress  carefufly  from  the  basic  elements  to  . 
a  complete  program. 

The  fourth  characteristic  of  the  program  is  of  special 
interest  to  teachers.    Accoimtability  is  program-oriented  and  not 
directed  toward  teacher  evaluation.     In  fact,  there  is  a  legal 
„  precedent  for  the  invalidity  of  evaluating  teachers  on  the  basis 
of  student  achievement  scores.     It  has  long  been' recognized  that 

many  other  variables,  e.g. ,  student,  family,  and  community  char- 

if  ■     .  , 

acteristics,  have  a  powerful  influence  on  student*  performance. 
(See  Figure  1.) 

The  fifth  characteristic  of  the  Maryland  Accountability 
Program  is  the  demand  for  ^n  accounting  by  all  personnel,  not  just 
by  teachers.     Teachers  can  be  more  effective  when  sup£51ied  with 
adequate  and  appropriate  resources,  pleasant  and  suitable  working  ^ 
conditionrs,  and  effective  and  supportive  school  administrators. 
Accountability  for  providing  teachers  with  these  resources,  condi- 
tions, and  support  falls  -upon  personnel  at  all  levels  of  the  school 
eiystem  outside  the  classroom.. 

.  2  30  - 


Figure  1.     Student  Growth  Depends  on  Many  Factors  * 
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It  is  also  necessary  to  recognize  that  education  is  a  ^ 
shared  responsibility.  *  Parents  and  members  of  the  various  com- 
munities  in  the  state,  including  public  officials,  have^an  enor- 
mous  opportunity  for  influence  and  impact  upon  the  work, of  the 
schools.     Social  processes,  including  learning,  cannot  be  con- 
ducted  by  the  schools  without  active  support  from^ parents  and  the 
commtinity. 

Sixth,  accountability  should  be  concerned  with  progress 
in  the  areas' of  attitudes,  interests <  and  self -concepts ,  as  well 
as  understanding,  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities.  Development 
of  self-esteem,  concern  for  others,  and  other  personally  and  socially 
positive  attitudes  are  as  important  goals  in  the  eyes  of  the  general 
public  as  is  cognitive  training.     Although  it  is  difficult  at  present 
to  assess  attitudes,  workable  methods  of  observation  and  measure- 
ment, will  eventually  be  formulated  and  generally  available,  and 
the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  must  be  prep^ed  to  expand  into 
this  area.  ^        31  ' 


1.3  The  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act 

At  the  time  of  this  writing^  app^ximately  30  states 
have  enacted  accountability  legislation.     Most  pf  the  remainihg 
states  have  drafted  plans  for  accountability  legislation /"or  have 
initiated  procedures  at  the  state  level  that  will  preclude  the 
need  for*^  legislative  mandates. 

During  the  ,1972  session  of  the  Maryland  General  Assembly,  ^ 
Article  77,  Section^ 28a,  the  Annotated  Code  of  Maryland  and  1973 
Cximulative  Supplement  was  passed.     The  law  has  come  to  be  commonly 
called  the  "Maryland  Educational  Accountability  A<^t"   (see  Appendix  A)*, 

,    yhe,  overall  purpose  of  the  Actv  i§  to^Jbvide  for  the 
establishment  of  a  program- of *  statewide  educational  accountability. 
This  program  should  assure  that  educational  programs  lead  to  the 
attainment  of  established  educational  objectives,  provide  informa- 
tion for  an  analysis  of  the  differential  effectiveness  of  instruc- 
tional programs,  and  provide  information  for  accurate  analysis  of 
costs  of  instructional  programs.  , 

The  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  mt'  imposes 
several  requirements  for  statewide  accountability^.--*^ese  include: 
(1)   the  establishment  of  goals  and  objectives  in,  but  not  limited 
to,  reading,  writing,  an<^^athematics  at  all  levels  —  state, 
school  system,  and  individual  school;    (2)   a  school-by-school  sur- 
vey  of  the  current  status  of  student  achievement  in  relation  to  es- 
tablished objectives,  and  the  development  of  programs  by  each  school 
for- meeting  its  own  needs;  and  (3)   the  establishment  of  evaluation 
procedure's  for  determining  the  effectiveness  of  these  prnrrrarnr^. 
Regular  reevaluation  of  programs,  goals,  and  objectives  is,  like- 

■  ** 

wise,  a  stipulation  of  the  act. 
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The  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act  also  requires 
th^t  a  yearly  report  be  submitted  by  the  State  Superintendent  of  ' 
Schools  to  the  Governor  and  thd  Geileral  Assembly  beginning  in 
January  1975.     This  report  must  include,  but  is  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  progress  made  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of 
Education,  by  locetl  school  systems  /  and  by  individual  schools  toward 
the  achievement  of  their  respective  goals  and  objectives.  The 
report  should  also  include  recommfendations  for  legislation  deemed 
necessary  to  improve  th^  quality  of  education  in  Maryland. 

1/4  The  Maryland  Accountability  Program 

1.4.1  Administration  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program 

In  x:esponse  to  the  accountability  legislation  enacted 
by  the  Maryland  General  Assembly  and  in  accord  with  the  six  char- 
acteristics of  the  state's  accountability  program,  the  Maryland 
State  Board  of  Education  determined  that  the  initial  efforts  of 
accouhtability  should  ^concentrate  on  the  basic  learning  skills  of 
reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.     The'  Board  resolved  that,  fol- 
lowing the  specification  of  desired  educational  goals  in  each  of 
these  three  areas,  student  achievement  relative  to  each  goal  should 
be  measured,  and  an  analysis  of  the  achievement  results  relating 
to  other  variables,  such  as  student  ability  and  socioeconomic 
status,  should  be  conducted. 

Four  major  components  of  the  Maryland  ^Accountability 
Program  (MAP)  were  established  following  these  directives: 
(1)  goals  and  objectives  setting;   (2)  assessment;    (3)  process 
evaluation;  and  (4)  program  cost. 


To  assist  in  accomplishing  thfese  tasks,  the  Ste^t.^  Board 
of  Education  appointed  a  State  Advisory  Committee  on  Accounta- 
bility, drawing  its  members  from  a  broad  cross-section  of  the 
Btate's  populatibn.     It  also  designated  the  chairman  of  this  com- 
mittee.    A  member  of  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education 
(MSDE)  was  assigned  as  full-time  executive  ^eccretaijy  to  the  coiftr 
mittee  in  order        make  available,  as  detailed  accountability 
procedures  were  developed,  technical  services  from  the  S^te 
Department  of  Education  to  the  committee  and  to  the  local  -school 
system. 

Two  additional  task  forces  were  constituted-.    At  the 
state  level,  the  MSDE  Accountability , Team  Wpis  formed,  drawing 
together  departmental  personnel  who  could  provide  assistance  in 
the  development  and  implemeritation  of  the  various  components  of 
the  MAP.     On  the  local  school  system  level,  each  superintendent 
appointed  a  local  coordinator  to  supervise  all  system  level  - 
activities.     Responsible  to  the  superintendent,  the  local  coordin- 
ator serves  as  system  representative  in  the  planning  and  implement 
ation  of  accountability  program  activities. 

Staff  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the 
accountability  program  is  now  delegated  by  the  State  Superintend-/ 
ent  of  Schools  to  the  Assistant  State  Superintendent,  ^Division  of 
Research,  Evaluation,  and  Information  Systems  •  (REIS)  .An 
accountability  section  in  REIS  oversees  MAP's  operation  at 
the  state,   system,  and  sdhool  levels,  coordinates  developmental 
activities,  and  ensures  the  viability  of  the  MAP  decisionmaking' 
process  (see  Figure  2) . 
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Figure  2.     Maryland  Accountability  Program  Decisionmaking  Process* 
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♦  Mdiittberi  of  these  administrative  bodies,  advisory  committee,  and 
task  forces  are  identified  in  the  preliminary  acknowledgments, 
pages  ii-vi. 


li»4.2  Implementation  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program 

In  1973>  the  State  Board  of-iflucation  adopted  a  plan 
that  called  for  the  development  and  dissemination  of  statewide 
goals  in  reading,  writing,  and* mathematics  (see  Appendix  B) .     In ^ 
subsequent  phases,  each  of  the  24  school  systems  was  Required  to  ' 
establish  local  goals  and  objectives  in  -confoOTity  with  those 
established  at  the  state  .level.  ^. 

The  state  implementation  plan  further  specified  that 
by\ September  1,  1974/  school  system  goals  would  be  reviewed  and 
that  by  April  1,  1975,  each  schooJ^  would  have  estabi^^hed  its  own- 
^  objectives,, consistent  with  its  unique  needs,  and  in  keeping  with 
scbool ^ystem  goals.     September  1,  1975  was  designate^^  as  the  dead- 
line for  school  systems  to  evaluate  the  objectives  submitted  by 
individual  schools  and  to  submit  a  narrative  report  to  the  Maryland 
State  Department  of  Education  on  the  establishment  of  school' objec- 
tives. ^   (See  Chapter  4.1.1,  Sections  A  and  B  for  more  details.)  ^  r 

« 

The  state's  implementation  plan  required  the  establish- 
tnent  of  a  comprehensive  and  uniform  statewide  testing  program.     The  ^ 
Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills   (ITBS)   and  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test 
(CAT)  were  selected  as  the  statewide  assessment  instruments.  Begin- 
ning in  the  spring  of  1974,  all  pupils   (excluding  certain  categories 
.^of  handicapped  students)   in  Grades  3,  5,  7,  and  9  were  tested.-  The 
plan  also  called  for  the  establishment  of  procedures  for  collecting 
data  on  studentri  home,  community,  and  school  characteristics.  The 
implementation  plan  required  the  establishment  of  procedures  by  which 
school  systems  would  report  test  results  and  other  information  to 
the  Maryland  State  Department        Education.     (A  description  of  these 
data  can  be  found  in  Section  1.5.2.) 


^Chapter  2  ot  this  report  describes,  in  summary  fashion,  the  accom- 
plishmer^s-  and  objectives  of  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  ^ 
Education. 
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The  relati'onship  betweeii  educjational  goals  and  objectives 
established  in  Maryland  and  the  assessment  of  current  status  is, 
however,  by  .no  means  ideal.     Only  a  small  sample  of  skills  (those 
covered  by  ITBS)  has  been  a|^essed  and  reported  on  for  the  pur- 
poses of *  accountability .     Statewide  assessment  has  not  been  under- 
taken in  various  other  skill  „and  subject  matter  areaiyfeuch  as  social 
studies,  science,  vocational  education,  and  the  arts^^Nor  has  infor- 
mation been 'poilected  on  student ^attitudes,  interests  and  values  — 
the  so-called  affective  flofliain  of  learning  objectives.     In  addition, 
there  is  no  information  available  regarding  the  psychomotor  aspects 
of  student  learning,  e.g.#  eye-hand  coordination,  manual  dexterity, 
and  response  orienta^tion  and  integration. 

These  three  domains  of  learning,  which  make  up  the  total 
potential  of  student  growth,  are  represented  pictorially  in  Figure 
3,  whicl^i  al^o  list's*  major  objectives  for  each  domain.     The  shaded 
area  highlights -the  limited  sector  of  cognitive  skills  that  is 
measured  in  Maryland • s^ present  accountability  effort.     (See  Sections 
1.^5.3,  1.5.4,  and  1.5.5  for  a  discussion  of  the  instruments  usea, 
strengths  and  limitations  ot  the  Assessment  Component,  Maryland 
-Accountability  Pro^gram.) 

Student  achievement  is  a  composite  of  m^y  developed 
skills,  understandings,  and  attitudes,  2md  there  are,  understand- 
ably,, many  factors  that  influence  student  cognitive,  affegtive, 
and  psychomotor  growth.  These  factors,  as  indicated^ earlier  in 
Figure  1,  include  school  effects,  coxmnunity  resources,  socioeconomic 
factors,  student  motivation,  and  student  ability.  The  Maryland 
Accountability  Assessment  Program  provides  "a  measure  of  the  six 
factor's  shown  in  Figure  4. 
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^  Figure -3.    Achievement  Measured  in  Relation  to  the  Entire  Domain^ 
i  ^  of  LearniiCig  ^ 

DOrJlAIPJS  OF  LEARRItrJG     ,  /  * 
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Figure  4.     What  Was  Measured 


A  major  assumption  ijinderlying  Maryland's  accoujatability 
legislation  is  that  the  analysis  and  interpretation  of  pertinent 
test  data  and  oth6r  information  must  lead  to  benefidial  changes 
and  modifications  in  instructional  programs.     The  Maryland  Account- 
ability Program  (MAP)   should  be  viewed  as  a  support  system  essential 
to  sound  management  for 'improvement  of  public  educational  programs. 
It  is  not  an  artificial,  superimposed  program  developed  simply  to 
comply  with  the  Accountability  Act,  that  is,  the  generation  of 
information  solely  for  reportirig  purposes.    On  the  contrary,  all 
information  generated  for  M7VP  is  to  be  analyzed  and  utilized  in  an 
effort  to  improve  system  and  school  programs  throughout  the  state  , 

However,  it  is  not  su^icient  to  assume  that  the  school's 
instructional  progr^s 'become  more  effective  and  efficient  only 
because  the  state  has  an  assessment  program.     In  keeping  with  the 
Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act,  evaluation  programs  must 
be  developed  and  installepl  in  order  to  determine  the  effect  that 
modifications  of  the  instructional  programs  have  upon  gqal  attain- 
metit.     Adequate  evaluation  of  instructional  programs  requires  the 
use  \pf  more  than  just  norm-referenced  tests  such  as  the  Iowa  Tests 
of  Basic  Skills   (I'^S)jand  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test  (CAT). 
Criterion-referenced  iLsts  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics 
must,  be  developed  or  adapted  for  use  in  Maryland's  public  schools. 
The  state's  accouri^tability  program  must  also  be  extended  to  domains 
other  than  the  cognitive  one.     Current  efforts  in  these  areas  are 
outlined  in  the  next  section i 

1^4,3  Action -Plan  for  the  Assessment  Component,  J|||ylanj. 

Accountability  Pirogram 

On  July  30,  1975,  the  Maryland  State  Boe^rd  of  Education 
approved  the  Action  Plan  for  the  Assessment  Component,  -Maryland 
Accountability  Program.    I^his  five-year  conceptual  framework  was 
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developed  during  the  spring  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  *. 
Edijcation  Accountability  Team,  the  Local  Coordinators  for  Account- 
ability, and  the  State  Advisory  Committee  for  Accountability.  Somq 
of  the  major  features  include: 

•  Continuation  of  the  use  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills 
(ITBS)  and  Cognitive  Abilities  Test  (CAT),  Nonverbal 
Battery,  in  Grades  3.,  5,  7,  ,and  9  through  Year  III, 
1975-76   (see  Section  1.5.3  for  more  details); 

administering  the  ITBS  and  CAT  only  to  Grades  3 
and  7  beginning  in  Year  IV,  19  76-77. 
•  .1 

•  Initiation  of  the  usq  of  the -Maryland  Basic  Skills 
Reading*  Mastery  Test  in  Grades  7  and  11  in  the  fall 
of  Year  III,  1975-76   (see  Section  1.5.3  for  more  de- ' 
tails) ? 

requesting  funds  for  Fiscal  Yqar  19  76  to  begin 
the  two-year  dev^elopment  of  mastery  tests 
mathematics  and  writing  for  Grade  11,  witH^m- 
plementation  projected  for  Year  V,  1977-78.  ^ 

•  Expsmsion  of  instrumentation  to  assess  special  education 
programs/services,  beginning  in  Year  III,  1975-76  ^see 
Chapter  i:6  for  mQre.  details)  .  .  ' 

•  Beginning  exploration  f6r,  oi^^development  of,  assess- 
ment measures  for  selected  aspects  in  the  affective 
domain,  such  as  student  attitudes  and  interests,  with 
implementation  projected  for  Year  JV,  19  76-77  (see 
Chapter  7  for  complementary  activities  under  Pupil 
Services  Component) . 

,m        Requesting  in  Fiscal  Year  1977  and  in  Fiscal  Year  197\8 
budgets  funds  for  the  development  of  additional  or  re- 
placement assessment  instruments  for  agreed  upon  ITBS 
elements  in  Grades  3  and  7,  with  implementation  projected 
for  Year  V,  1977-78.  ; 
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Accountabiiibty  and  Decisionmaking  i^^t  Education 


ERIC 


l.B.l       s^^foJC^^els  of  Accountability  ^ 

'         •  Thjfe^deas  of  accountability  and  assessment  in  education 
are  best  u5fi^rs|food  in  the  context  of  models  for  evaluation  of 
educational  pi:©4^ams.  *  Educational  programs  may  be  considered  at 
the  state  levei,  Ahe  school  system  level,  and  at  the  indi\idUal 
school  level, /and  are  discussed  in  the  concept  of  any  ongoing 
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educational  ac^vity  designed  to  produce  specified  changes  in  the    -  '  \ 
behavior  of  the  individuals  whQ,  are  exposed  to  it,    A  succinct  re- 
view of  evaluation  models  is  provided  by  Austin  and  Panos  in  Educa- 
tional  Measurement,  -  .  , 

'    -A    i   ^     .       ,;.  ■      -  \   '  ^ 

Ideally,  an  evaluative  study  inyolves  the  collection  and 

analysis  of  information  regarding  input sT^MMitpiit s ,  and  operations 
of  educational  programs,  which  coynprise  the  \l^ree  conceptually  distinct 
components  of  any  education  program.     "inputs"  refers  to  the  tal- 
ents,  skills,   aspirations,  and  other  p<$tentials  for  growth  and 
learning  that  the  student  brings  with  him  into  the  educational  pro- 
gram.    In  addition,  the  characteristics  of  the  student's  family 
and  the  culture  in  whicli  he  lives  are  important  i^uts. 

"Outputs"  refers  to  the  student! s  achievements,  knowledge, 
skills,  aptitude  for  future  learning,  values,  personality,  inter- 
personal relations,  and  other  behaviors  that  are  likely  to  b^^  influ- 
enced by  the  educational  program. 

"Operations"  refers  ^to  those  characteristics  of  the  edu-. 

cational  program  that  are, capable  of  affecting  relevant  student 

outputs.     Included  in  operations  are  environmental  experiences, 

educational  interventions,  learning  experiences,  lear^ning  strate^ 

gies,   curricula,  teacher  st]^'le  and  instructional  techniques.^ 

Educational  operations  comprise  the  entire  array  of  environmental* 

*        -i  *     •  ■ 

variables  that  characterize  a  particular  educational  program  ~  the 

means  to  achieve  the  educationalv ends ,  i.e.,  go^ls  of  the  program 

previously  established.  • 


^Thorndike,  Robert  L.    (ed.)..     Educational  Measurement^  Second  Edi- 
tion.    Astin,  Alexander  W.  and  Panos,  Robert  J.  ,   "The  Evaluatioia 
of  Educational  Programs."    Wash.,  D.C.:    JVmerican .Council  on  Educa- 
tion,  1971,  pp.   733-751.  ,  ; 
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Maryland's  Approach 


The  accountability  effort  in  Maryland  is  guided  by  an 
evaluation  model  which  takes  into  account  inputV  output,  and^edu 
cational  process  (operations)   information  as  follows:^ 

A.      Alia  lysis  of  Inputs 

These  include  descriptions  of  community- 
characteristics  such  as  population  size,  med- 
ian family  income,  percent  of -disadvantaged 
school  aqe  qhjldren,  and  an  estimated  levels 
of  parent ' daucat ion;  school ^Characteristics 
such  as  enrollment,  average  expierience 
and  salary  of  teachers  and' administrators 
education  df  teachers  and  staff,  pupil/staff 
ratio,  and  daily  attenda:nce  rates;  financial 
cha^racteristics  such  as  the  cost  of  instruc- 
tion and  \admijiistratxon;  and  finally,  the 
level  of  s^dent  ability,  as  exprjessed  in 
Standard  Age  Scores  (SAS)  and  measured  by  the 
Nonv4l?t>al  Section  of  the  Cognitiye  Abilities 
Test* (CAT) . 

The  measurements  of  all  these  character- 
istics are  reported  in  Tables  1  and  2  of  the 
state* and  loc^l  education  agerfcy  portions  of 
this  report,  and  in  Table  3  of  the  school-by- 
school  portions.     (See  Chapter  4.) 


b.      Analysis  o.f  Outputs 

The  primary  output  measures^ are  the  grade 
equivalent  scores  (QE)  obtained  by  students  in 
Grades  3,  5,   7,  and  9  on  the  eight  subtests  of 
the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  (ITBS) .  Aver- 
ages of  these  scores  are^shown  in  Table  2  of 
the  state  and  local  education  agency  portions 
of  this  report,  and  in  Table  4  ot  the  school- 
by-  school  portions. 
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Last  year.,  ITBS  scoi^.  formed  the  major 
measures  of  achievement  collected  and  published. 
This  year,  additional  scores  ajbe^^being  obtained 
»  *  and'  analyzed  with  the  u§e  of  a  Mar^^^aijd -based  > 

test  of  basic  reading  skills 'in  GradesT^^-^iid  11 
which  will  be  pulglished  in  a  special  report 
under  separate  cover. For  subsequent  years,  a;l< 
tional  mastery  tests  are  planned  in  ^writing  and 
.  mathematics  for  the  eleventh  grade,  along  with  some 
specialized  testing  procedures  for  students  in 
special  education  programs. 

c.     Analysis  of  Education  Process 

*   n  '  :  

In  the  context  of  the  evaluation  model , 
the  word  "process"^  refers  to  everything  which 
intervenes  between  the  inputTs  and  outputs:  from 
curriculum  goals  and  gbjectives'  to  how  teachers  , 
conduct .their  classes;  from  the  nature  of  a  prin- 
cipal '  slleadership  style  to  the  students'  class- ^ 
room  Jgf^avidr.     In  short,  process  evaluation  con- 
\  sidet^^e  entire  educational  enterprise  in  actioii. 

Of  thS^  three,  the  process  evaluation  component  is 
by  far  the  most  difficult  to  design  and  implement. 
Given  the  immense  scope  and  complexity,  any  plans 
and  procedures  are  likely  to  be  either  wholly  in- 
adequate or  else  hopelessly  expensive,  intrusive 
cind  "time  consuming. 

In  order  to  provide  ^idance  and  leadership 
in  this  area,  a  State  Process  Evaluation  Team  has 
been  formed  which  includes  local  representatives 
with  the  assignment  to  study  ^ippropriate  approaches* 
A  report  on  the  current  status  of  the  team's  efforts 
is  given  in  Section  1.5.6  following.  ^■ 

The  three  elements  of  Maryland's  ^valuation  model,  dis- 
cussed above,  are  by  no  means  separate  and  independent.     Close  links 
exist  among  the  various  measurements  and  observations  which  result 
from  each  of  them.     For  this  reason,  the  Maryland  accountability 
effort  goes  beyond  the  mere  listing  of  various  numbers  and  scores. 


^Appendices  C  and  D  provide  two  additional  output  measures  that 
reflect  on  the  quality  of  Maryland  Public  Schools:  Scholastic 
Aptitute  Test  and  Achievement  Tests   (Appendix  C)   and  the 
Maryland  High  School  Graduate  Follow-up  Study  * (Appendix  D) . 
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•  -         ■  •      •  .  ■ 

One  of  these  links  is  the  relationship  between  the 
Standard  Age  Scores  (an  input  referred  to  as^SAS),  and  ^:he  grade 
equivalent  scores  (an  output  jreferre^  1:o  as  <;E)  .     In  order  -  to' 
learn  the  strength  of  this  link  a  regression  analysis  was  performed 
^ on  the  data.^    Based  on  this  analysis,  an  individual  scht>ol's  aver- 
age  GE  is  compared  to  a  Maryland  norm  for  that  "school,  which  takes 
into  accoxint  the  average  SAS  for  that  school  and  the  relationship 
between  SAS  and  GE  found  in  the  Maryland  data.     (See  Chapter  4, 
School  Level  -  Accountability  Assessment  Informat-ion:     Table  4)  • 

In  Table  4  the  actual  obtained  average  (SB's  for  the 
schools  are  listed  in  the  column  headed  "average  GE",  and  by  a 
simple  subtraction  of  this  nioAber  from  the  Maryland  norm  for  that 
school  ("Maryland  Norm"  cQltunn)  the  numbers  listed  in  the  "differ-^ 
"ence"  column  can  Be  obtained.     Of  course,  these  differences  can 

be  negative,  zero,  or  positive,  depending  on  whether  the  obtained 

•J 

GE  was  higher,  the  same  as,  or  lower  than  the  Maryland  norm.  Such 
differences  must  be  carefully  interpreted. 

The  amount  of  difference  (residual) ,  positive  or  neg~  ^ 
ative,  shpuld  not  be  interpreted  as  a  direct  measure  of  the  school's  - 
effectiveness  or  ineffectiveness.     By  the  very  nature  of  the  analysis, 
half  the  schools  will  have  positive  residuals  and rthe  other  half  Will 
have  negative  residuals.     In  fact,  the  average  residual'o'f  the  atate 
is  0.00  on  all  subtests.     If  we  took  the  residual  as  a  direct  measure 
of  effectiveness,  then  the  state  as  a  whole  would  have  zero  effect. 
At  best,  the  residual  may  be  viewed  as  a  hazardous,  relative  indica- 
tor,  highly  subject  tp  error.     The  closer  to  zero,  the  more  the 
residual  loses  its  meaning  with  respect  to  being  a  "negative"  or 
"positive"  indicator.     For  this  reason,  the  Maryland  Accountability 
Program  Report  has  adop-fied  the  practice  of  placing  asterisks  by 
those  schools  whose  residuals  are  extreme. 


'^ee  Appendix  E  for  an  explanation  of  the  use  of  regression 
analysis  in  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program. 

U 
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The  top  2.5  percent  of  the  schools 'having  positive  resid- 
uals were  asterisked.     Similarly,,  the  bottom  2.5  percent  of  schools 
with  negative  residuals  were  Asterisked.     Thus,  in  total,  5  percent 
of  all  schools  received  asterisks  and  thereby  form  the  two  extreme 
ends  ot^the  residual  distribution.     At  this  point,  the  most  import- 
ant caution,  of  all  must  be  exercised.    No  one  knows,  as  yet,  how 
and  why  these,  schools  scored  as  they  did.     First  of  ail,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  analysis  which  guarantees  that  a  school's  perform- 
ance is  admirable  because  it  "obtained  a  positive,  asterilsked  resi- 
dual.     Conversely,  i}t  cannot  be  claimed  that  there  is  necessarily 
anything  "wrong"  just  because ^a  school  received  a  negative  aster- 
isked' residual.    However,  It  is  appropriate  to  interpret  these  as- 
terisked residuals  as  extreme, -if  only  by  definition.     As  such, 
they  function  as  promising  indicators  of  where  the  process  evalua- 
tion might  best  begin.     This  complete^***3^ja  circle  of  interrelation- 
ships between  the  three  elements  of  Maryland's  eva^luation  model  — 
assessment  measures  'are  regressed  against  inputs,  and  the  results 
used  as  road  signs  tc^ra$d^rocess  evaluation.  . 


1.5,3  Instruments  iised  to  Measure  Academic  Ability  and  Achievement- 

Readihg,  language  arts,  mathematics,  and  academic  ability 
were  assessed  by  nor^i-ref erenced  tests   (Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  > 
and  the^Cognitive  Abilities  Test  -  Nonverbal  Battery)   in  the  third, 
fifth ,^g^Venth  and  ninth  grades.     (See  Appendix  F  for  a  Retailed 
discussipn  of  assessment  measurements  used.)     In  addition,  functjLonal 
reading  will  be  assessed  in  the  seventh  and  eleventh  grades  by  an 
objective-ba^d"test  develof>ed  at  the  state  level  beginning  .j.n  the 
fall  of  1975  and  results  will  be  reported  in  ^  separate  volujne. 
The  differences  in  the  kinds  of  information  provided  by  the  two  types 
of  measurements  should  be  considered  when  interpJTQting  the  test 
results.  ^  i 


^see  Chapter  3,  "How  To  Use  the  Maryland  Accountability  Prog^-aj^-^i 
Report,"  pp.  74-75^  for  an  illustration  of  this  procedure.  V  7' 
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^        Norm-referenced  achievement  tests,  such  as  the  Iowa 
Tests  of  Basic  Skills,  are  designed  to  provide^* information  about 
student  performance  in  ^froad  academic  areas  in  reflation  to  the 
performance  of  other  students  who  are  selected  as  representative 
of  the  nation  as  a  whole.     The  subject  matter  content  of  the  tests 
is  not  precisely  related  to  the  instructional  content  of  any 
particular  school  system  or  any  ir^dividual  teacher.     The  tests 
are  designed  to  describe  studen1|^erformanpes  in  relation  to  the 
average  score  made'  by  a  national  sample*  of  their  peers. 

♦ 

Norm-referenced  ability   tests,  such  as^ the  Cognitive 
Abilities  Test,  are  designed  to  provide  information  iabout  student 
performance  of  other  students  who  are  selected  as  being  representa 
tive  of  the  nation.     This  test  was  used  as  a  means  of  assessing 
the  ability  for  academic  achievement  that  the  student  brought  to 
the  learning  situation,  * 

Criterion-referenced,  or  objective-based  tests,  are^^e- T 
veloped  for  a  purpose  different  from  that  of  norm-referenced 
tests.     Criterion-referenced  tests  are  developed  to  assess  the 
extent  to  which  students  have  learned  or  mastered  objectives 
specifically  related  to  an  instructional  program.'    *the  performance 
of  students  on  such  tests  is  compared  with  the  objectives  of  a 
program  rather  than  with  thd  performance  of  other  students. 

In  1970,  the  Maryland  State  Boar|f[  of  Education  adopted 
the  improvement  of  reading  as  one  of  its  priorities.     As  one  ap- 
proach to  the  problem  of  improvement,  Maryland  educators  looked 
at  reading  from  a  practical  point  of  view.     They  wanted  to, know 
what  basic  minimum  reading  skills  pupils  would  need  in. order  to 
ftmction  and  survive  during  the  1970* s. 

4S 
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Thg'^reading  specialists  in  the  Maryland  State  Department 
of  Education  (MSDE)  ,  with  the  help  of  local  educators  and  civic  and 
business  groups,  defined  functional  reading  skill  objectives  at  both 
the  elementary  and  secondary  level*     Reading  programs  were  then 
developed  .and  initiated  to  teach  these  skills.     In  1972,  reading 
specialists  from  MSDEvand  local  school  systems/  with  the  help  of  an 
outside  consultant,  developed  the  Maryland  Basic  Skills  Reading 
Mastery  Test  to  assess  these  functional  reading  skills; 

1.5/4'  Strengths  of  the  Assessment  Component  " 

*  **  ,  ' 

No  educational  assessment  program  can  be  justified  solely 
on  the  basis  of  gathering  important  information.     The  ultimate 
justification  of  assessment  is  that  teachers,  principals,  specialists 
superintendents,  and  other  involved  persons  will  be  able  to  look  at 
assessment  results  carefully  and  make  some  decision  or  take  some 
action  that  is  related  to  insights  gained  from  the  information. 
Assessment  programs  should  be  used  to  improve  educational  decision- 
making. 

If  test  results  aire  to  be  Used  properly  for  decision- 
making purposes,  three  important  conditions  must  be  jnet:     (1)  the 
most  appropriate  achievement  test  must  be  used;    (2)   the  tests 
must  be  properly  administered?  and  (3)   the  appropriate  type  of 
test  result  information  must  be  available  at  the  several  levels 
involved  in  educational  decisionmaking. 

To  satisfy  the  first  condition,  within  the  constraints 
imposed  by  limited  time  and  financial  resources,  the  Maryland 
Accountability .Assessment  Program  was  designed  to  use  the  Iowa 
Tests  of  Basic  Skills   (ITBS)   instrument,  which  18  of  the  24  local 
school  systems  had  selected  previously  as  the  best  instrument  for 
evaluating  their  own  educational  programs.     Unlike  other  states 
where  legislated  programs  have  imposed  an  assessment  program  on 
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local  §chool  systems  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  data 
for  a  state  report,  the  result  was  that  Maryland  could  build  on 
the ^testing  programs  already  functioning  in ^the  majority  of  the 
local  school  systems.  ^  , 

To  satisfy  the  second  condition,  i.e.,  proper  adminis- 
tration of  the  test,  the  Maryland  Handbook  on  the  Accountability 
Assessment  Program  was  developecj.  witfi  the  consultative  aid  of  the 
Cehter  for  Educational  Research  and  Evaluation,  Research  Triangle 
Institute.     The  purpose  of  this  handbook  was  to  ensure  statewide 
collection  of  uniform  data  so  that  the  results  of  the  testing 
would  be  reliable  and  valid.     Inservice  orientation  and  training 
sessions  were  held  in  each  school  regarding  the  procedures  out- 
line^ in  this  handbook.     These  sessions,  along  with  actual  testing 
'  sessions,  were  monitored  by  s'tate  and  local  central  office  staff. 

To  satisfy  the  third  condition,  i.e.,  that  the  type  of 
information  needed  f-or  different  levels  of  decisionmaking  be 
available,  the  Maryland  program  used  a  hierarchical  model.  Per- 
seus at  different  decisionmaking  levels  make  different  kinds  of 
dficisiorjs.     For  example,  legislators  and  chief  state  officers 
make  evaluative  decisions  based  on  the  broad  overall  effects  of 
the  state's  educational  program.     Individual  school  systems  make 
QV^luative  decisions  concerning  -the  effects  of  different  programs 
in  their  system  while  teachers,  pupils,  and  parents  make  instruc- 
tional decisions.     Central  administrative  staffs  seldom  need  scores 
for  individual  pupils,  whereas  individual  student  scores  are  essen- 
tial for  teachers.  "  , 

if 

In  order  to  provide  uniform  statewide  data  for  use  at  the 
highest  hierarchical  level, o the  constraints  imposed  by  the  program 
were:     (1)   that  all  systems  use  eight  subtests  of  the  ITBS  and  the 
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nonverbal  subtest  of  the  CAT;    (2)  'that  Grades  3,  ^5,  V , and  9,  be 
tested?  and  (3)   that  all  tests  be  administered  in  the  spring  of 
the  year  —  March  through  May..  The  ^tate  receives  only  the  mean 
(average)   score  and  standard  deviation  (estimate  of  the  (dispersion 
of  fecores  around  the  mean)   for  each  school  in  a  particular  system 
in  the  eight  required  subtests  of  the  ITBS  and  in  the  Nonverbal 
subtest  of  the  CAT,     The  state  report  is  based  on  these  data. <  The 
state  receives  no  data  on  individual  pupil  or  teacher  assessment. 

At  the  local  system  level,  each  system  provides  for  its 
own  goring  and  data  analysis  as  it  has  in  the  past.     The  system 
is  frae  to  administer  other  subtests  of  the  ITBS  and  CAT,   to  test 
other  grades,  and' to  use  additional  tests  if  it  so,  desires .     Each  , 
system  collects  whatever  other  data  it  needs  for  its  own^assess-  i 
ment  purposes.  ^ 

At  the  teacher  and  pupil  level,  teachers  receive  analyse? 
of  the  performance  of  their  class,  and  pupils  receive  their  own 
individual  test  scores  ^d,  in  most  systems,  pupil  scores  are  also 
sent  home  to  their  parents.     Individual  teachers  may  receive 
analyses  pf  the  performance  of  their  students  on  each  test  ques- 
tion on  the  ITBS.     The  ITBS  is  primarily  a  survey  instrument  de- 
signed to  give  an  overall  view  of  student  performance  in  broad 
basic  skill  areas.     One  of  its  strengths,  however,  is  that  all 
test  questions  are  referenced  to  a  specific  skill  area  such  as 
reading  to  note  details,  capitalizing  days  of  the  week,  use  of 
verbs,  reading,  spacing  and  writing  decimals.     Analyses  of  pupil, 
class,  school,  and  system  performance  on  the  items  in  the  skill 
areas  may  be  used  by  the  local  school  systems  as  they  desire. 

Maryland's  hierarchical  model  is  most  efficient.  From 
one  testing  program,  requiring  approximately  four  and  ona-half 
hours  of  test  administrationf  time ,  data  are  provided  not  only  for 


summary  state  accountability  purposes  but  also  for  individual  pupil, 
teacher,  school,  and  system  level  instructional  purposes. 

^•5*5  Limitations  :of  the  Instruments  Used  in  Assessing 

Attainment  of  Maryland's  Educational  Goals 

No  standardized  test  covers  alX  the  subjects  b  school  is 
trying  to  teach.    With' regard  to  the  entire  domain  of  learning,  which 
includes  the  cognitive,  affective,  and  psychomotor  areas,  only  a 
small  portion  of  the  cognitive  domain  was  measured  by  the  ITBS,  i.e., 
the  basic  skills  in  reading, ^mathematics,  and  writing.  ^ 

Statewide  assessment  has^  not  beer)  undertaken  for  various 
.other  skill  and  subject-matter  areas  such  as  sopial  studies, 
science,  vocational  education,  and  tjie  arts,  nor  has  inf ormatioii 
been  collected  on  student  attitudes,  interests, ^ and  values  the 
so-^called  affective  domains  of  learning.     There  is  also  no  information 
available  regarding  the  psychomotor  aspects  of  learning,  e.g., 
eye-hand  coordination,  manual  dexterity. 

In  addition,  the  educational  goals  apd  objectives  estab- 
lished in  Maryland  for  the  areas  of  reading,  mathematics,  c^nd 
writing  are  more  comprehensive  than  for  those  measured  by  the  ITBS, 
so  that  the  m^ch  even, in  these  areas  is  not  ideal. 

'in  tH6  reading  area,  the  ITig^  addresses  only  the  goals 
of  using  a  word  recognition  system  and  compr'e bending  various  read- 
ing materials.     The  goals  of  utilizing  a  variety  of  reading  materials, 
meeting  the  reading  demands  for  functioning  in  sq^piety,  and  selecting 
reading  as  a  personal  activity  are  not  addressed.* 

,    In  the  writing  area^  the  ITBS  assesses-  the  individual's 
knowledge  of  the  accepted  conventions  of  punctuation^  capitalization^ 
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•  language  usage,  etc.     However^  it  does  not  assess  the  individual's 
ability  to  use  the  writing  process  to  communicate  personal  feelings 
and  ideas r  or  to  respond  to  the  demands  and  obligations  of  society. 

in  the  mathematics  area,  the  ITBS  addresses  the  student's 
ability  to  recognize  mathematical  facts  and  symbols,  to.  perform 
-mathematical  manipulations,  and  to  solve  mathematical  problems. 
'    It  do^snot  assess  the  individual's  ability  to  use  mathematical 
reasoning  and  processes  to  meet  personal  and  societal  needs,  or 
to  appreciate  and  use  mathematics,  i 

In  order  to  obtain  a  better  relationship  between 
Maryland's  goals  and  objectives,  the  objectives /assessed,  and 
to  obtain  a  more  comprehensive  picture  of  the  Educational  pro- 
duct in  Maryland,  funds  need  to  be  provided  fo/r  the  development  of 
more  precise  assessment  techniques.     The  Diviskon  of  Instruction, 
Maryland  State  Department  of  Education,  has  made^-a  start  in  this  . 
direction  by  developing  the  Basic  Skills  R^ding^^Maste'ry  Test.  . 
This  test  specifically  addresses  the  goal^  of  mieting  the  reading 

•  demands  for  functioning  in  society,  and  selecting  reading  as  a 
personal  activity.     Statewide  ass6ssmept  using  the  test  in  the 
seventh  and  ele^>enth  grades  began  in  the  fall  of  1975.     Results  ^ 
will  appear  in  'a  separate  report. 

1 .  5-.  6  Summary  of  Process  Evaluation  Concerns 

Soon  after  the  accountability  data  for  school  year 
1973-197/4^  (Year  ^I)  had  been  published,  a  team^f  local  repre- 
sentatives was  organized  at  the  state  level.     Its  purpose  was  to 
plan  for  educational  process  evaluation,  as  indicated  in  Section 
1.5.2  of  this  report,  and  the  team  was  charged  with  the  responsi- 
bility to  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  this  area.  Given 
the  immense  scope  and  complexity  of  the  task,  and  the  fact  that 
process  evaluation  is  as  yet  very  undeveloped,  the  team  has  worked 
hard  to  prepare  plans  and  procedures.     As  of  this  writing,  aptual 
field  studies  are  in  preparation  for  possible  implementation  dur- 
ing the  1975-1976  school  year.     An  outline  of  the  plans  follows, 
and  serves  as  a  summary  of  process  evaluation  concerns.  . 

O  [11 
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What  is  to  be  evaluated?   ^In  Sect4.on  1.5.2,  "plrocess" 
was  defined  as: 


•* . . .  everything  which  intervenes  between  inputs  and 
outputs:     from  curriculum  goals  and  objectives  to  f 
how  teachers  conduct  their  classes;  from  the  nature' 
of  a  principal's  leadership  style  to  the  students' 
classroom  behavior.     In  short,  process  evaluation 
considers  the  entire  educational  enterprise  in 
action." 


As  far  as  it  goes,  this  definition  is  useful.     However,  it  does 
not  specify  what  will  be  measured,  and  how. 

There  are  three  types  of  variables  to  be  studied  in  the 
process 'evaluation.     These  are: 

•  School-Related  Variables  ,  ^ 

Included  in  thi^  category  are  school  rescrarces 
related  to  students,  e.g.,  total  cost  per  pupil, 
.  ,  or  number  of ^library  books  per  pupil •  These 

factors  strongly  affect  the  learning  environment 
and  the  educational  programs  implemented. 

•  Classroom-Centered  Variables 

Included  in  this  category  are  variaibles  such  as 
teacher  style  and  instructional  techniques. 
Some  instrumentation  has  already  been  developed 
^  in  this  type  of "evaluation  and  is  being  used  by 
individual  counties. 

Other  School  Variables 

Included  here  are  a  multitude  of  diverse  variables 
ranging  from  the  school  leadership  hierarchy  to 
the  availability  and  quantity  o^instructional; ' 
materials  and  media. 
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These  variables  will  be  discussed  in  greater  detail 
in  ^Appendix  G.  * 

* 

An  important  strategy  associated  with  the  intended  pro- 
cess evaluation  is  to  tie  in  its  results  with  the  ITBS  residuals 
obtained  under  the  assessment  component  of  the  accountability 
model.     This  strategy  provides  for  the  implementation  of  the 
process  evaluation  beginning  in  those  schpols  which  fall  in  the 
extreme  ends  of  the  ITBS  residual  score  distributions •     In  this 
manner,  it  is  hoped  that  exemplary  programs  will  be  identifie<iU 
a's  well  as  areas  in  which  special  resources  are  needed.  \ 


1.6  Maryland's  Future  in  Accountability 


1.6.1  What  Do  the  Results  of  the  Maryland  Accountability 

.xr  Assessment  Program  Show?  .    ^  ■  ^ 

In  the  1974-75  school  year ,  Maryland's  average  perform- 
ance in  most  of  the  achievement  skill  areas  was  slightly  below 
the  national  average.     On  the  other  hand ,  - Maryland ' s  average  perfor- 
mance in  the  ability  area  showed  a  progressive  increase  through  the 
grades  (see  Chapter  4,  Tables  2  and  2A,  pp.  86-89). 


The  ^te  average  scores  ih  vocabulary,  reading  com- 
prehension ,  language  total ,  and  mathematical  total  over  the 
four  grades  tested  were  within  one* standard  deviation  above  the 
mean  and  one  standard  deviation  below. the  mean,  or  where  68%  of  the 
national  norm  group  scores  were  distributed.     In  Graded  3  and  5, 
Maryland's  petformance  closely  approximates  the  national  performance 
There  is  a  tendency,  however,  for  Maryland's  scores  to  depart  from 
the  national  norms  in  the  higher  grades.     In  the  7th  and  9th 
grades  the  avera"^  scores  are  about  one-half  of  a  standard 
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deviation  below  the  national  norm.     The  drop  from  the  5th  to 
7th  grades  is  most  noticeable  •     The  fact  'that  scores  drop  as 
we  go  up  the  grades  is  not  ujnique  to  Mar^and*     There  is  a 
trend  in  the  same  direction  nationwide.     It  is  reflected  also 
in  the  continuing  drop  of  SAT  scores  in  Maryland  and  nationwide 
(see  Appendix  C) . 

While  several  years,  at  least  five,  of  data 
need  to  be  collected  befote  upward  or  downward  fluctuations  can 
be  meaningfully  interprete"d ,  the  ^decline  observed  in  Year  I  data 
^  at  the  state  level  regarding  student  performance  in  the  basic 
skill  areas  of  reading,  mathematics,  and  language  art!^  as  measured 
by  the  Iowa  Tests ^of  Basic  Skills,  is  once  again  demonstrated 
in  Year  II  results.    Moreover, when  an  analysis  of  covariance 
was  performed  on  the  &tate  level  data,  which  took  the  shifts 
in  nonverbal  j^bility  into  account,  the  positive  differences, 
reported  in  Tablo  2A,  disappeared.     This  means  that  the  ob- 
served increases  in  the  Year  II  data  were  not  as  large  ai 
might  have  Jpeen  expected  on  the  basis  of  the  increase  in  non- 
verbal ability.     (See  Chapter  4,  Section  4.1.1,  Table  2A.) 
Opposite  Table  2A,  there  is  a  discussiog  and  analysis  of  the 
Year  II  nesults  in  a  "question  and  answer"  format. 

Discussion  of  the  MAP  results  at  the  system  and 
school  levels  is  provided  in  the  narrative  reports  that 
precede  the  Local  School  System  Level  —  Acc^j^tability 
Assessment  Information.     (See  Chapter  4,  Section  4,2.)  This 
material  was  prepared  and  submitted  for  publication  in  the 
MAP  Report  by  each  Local  Education  Agency  (LEA). 

« 

On  the  basis  of  this  assessmjant  information  and  the 
identification  in  other  tables  of  schools  which  are  scoring 
well  above  or  below  the  norm  for* Maryland  schools  serving 
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students  similar  in  ability  test  scores,  no  informed  broad  , 
decisions  can  be  made  by  governmental  entities  or  educationaj.'/ 
authorities  for  educational  program- modification,.'  Additional 
information  must  be  assembled,  analyzed,  an4^interpreted . '   A^:  • 

least-  two  types  of  ^ additional  information  are  neede^d:  ' 

"'^^  * 

•    Results  from  a  process  evaluation  of  the.  opera- 
k  tions  of  educational  programs  identified  as  ^ 

\J         ,    i attended  by  grades  scoring  extremely  high  or 

Mow.     (Operations  are  characteristics  of  proarams  ^ 
that  seem  capable  of  affecting  student  outcomes, 
which  include  educational  interventions,  learn- 
ing experiences,  curricula,  teacher  style,  and 
'  instructional  techniques.)  '  t 


• 


Results  from  tests  designed  expressly  to  assess  , 
the  attainment  of  additional  instructional  ob-  V 
'jectiyes  in  Mary ^nd  schools. 

Hopefully,  as  adequate  resources  are  mad^  available, 
tjiese  two  types  of  information,  will  become  increasingly,  avail- 
able for  u^e  by  deci'sTonmakers  at  all  levels. 

In  the  meantime,  one  can  only  speculate  as  to  the 
reasons  for'the  standing  of .  Maryland  ^cjiools  among  the  schools 
of  the  national  norming  sample  and  among  themselves .  , Only 
detailed  study  of  individual  schools  and  their  programs  and  an 
expanded  approach  to  assessment  can  contribute  to  better  under- 
staoAing  of  the.quaiity  of  the  work  of  Maryland  scnoois.' 


*     Accordingly,  it  is  proposed  that  public  education-  take 
a  more  penetrating  look  at  its  goals,  programs,  educational  -Qutr 
comes,  and  evaluation  procedures.     However,  it  is  also  proposed 
that  far-reaching  decisions  rel&tec^  to^  program  modi,f  ication  and 
resource  allocation  await  inf ormatiort  that  will  perifi^  such 
deci^sions  to  be  informed  rather  than  intuitive  ones.  . 


It 'is  appropriate  to  ask  at  this  point:    What  is  re- 
quired for  the  future  program  of  accountahiility  in  the  state  and 
,  what  needs  to  be  acHieved  beyond  this  reporting  of  kccountability 
assessment  results  to  the  Governor  and  the  Gefieral  Assembly? 

Accountability  can  be  said  to  "exist  when  the  following 
conditions  have  been  met:     (1)   the  state  go'als  of  educkioW  re- 
flect the  educational  needs  and  interests  of  the  population;  (2) 
current  student  status,  recent  progress,  and  needed  improvement 
in  each  goal  ar^  are  matters  of  public  record  and  specific  ob-  ^ 
jectives  for  improving  the  current  status  have  been  adopted;  "(3) 
programs  to  achieve  specific  objectives  have  been  implemented; 
and   (4)   the  cost  of  programs,  i.e.,  'the  cost  of  achieving  goals 
and  objectives,  is  a  matter  of  public  record.  .  - 

The  emphasis  of  the  MAP  during  the  first  two  years  has 
focused  on  the  setting  of  goals  and  objectives  at  alL  three  levels 
of  public  education  —  state,  school  system, 'and  individual  school 
^an4  on  implementing  a  uniform  assessment  program.     However,  two > 
equally  important  components  of  the  MAP , that  have  received  less 
public  attention  are  the  Process  Evaluation  and  Program  Cost  Com- 
Eonents.     During  the  1974-75  school  year,  research  proposals  have 
been  developed  by  ^j/ate  Education  Agency  (SEA)  and  Leal,  Education 
Agency  JlW)   staff  members  working  togethey  to  explore  the  effects 
q^f  educational  process  variables,  such  as  program  organization, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  student-peer-teacher  interactions  on 
achievement.     (See  Appendix  G  for  more  details.)     Similarly,,  co- 
operative activities  by  state  and  local  officials  are  under  way 
to  introduce  new  financial  reporting  procedures.     The  proposed 
revisions  appear  in  the  Maryland  FinaAcial  Reporting  Jlanual  and 
are  described  in  detail  in  Chapter  5..    They  are  viewed  as  a  neces- 
sary fir§t  step  in  the  development  of  a  cost-effectiveness  model 
for  Maryland  public  school  programs. 
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^'  This  year's  MAP,  Report  also  provides  the  Maryland 
public  yith  an  introduction  to  a,ccountability  activities  in  two 


new 


areasi?     Special  gc^ucation  and  Pupil  Services,     Wjiile  Special 
Education  schools  do^  not  participate  in  the  Maryland  Account^ 
ability  Assessment  Prqgram,  state  and  local  officials  h^ve  ^ 
recogni2;ed  the  need  for  development  of  appropriate  assessment 
measures  and  for  special  education  programs  and  services.  In 
Chapter  6,  SEA^  and'LEA  special  education  program  activities 
are  reviewed,  as  are  present  plans  by  the  state  department  and 
selected  local-  education  systems,  to  develop  evaluation  studies 
of  educajbional  programs  for  handicapped  children.     At  the  same  . 
,time,  Chapter  7  provides  an  introduction  to  state  and  local  , 
efforts  towards  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  pupil  ser~ 
vices  accountability-planning  system. 

The  rationale  for  accoiintability  and  assignmeni:  of 
functions  should  strengthen  and  maintain  state-local  relation- 
ships in  the  model  systeiP  of  public  education  that  was  estab- 
lished in  Maryland  in  the  past/   For  many  years ,  Maryland  has 
enjoyed  a  healthy  balance  of  state  and  local  responsibility  for 
education.     Local  initiative,  along  with  financial  equalization 
aid  and  other  state  services,  has  been  fruitful  for  public  edu- 
cation in  Maryland.     This  balance  between  state  and  local 
responsibility  should  not  be  destroyed,  but  rather  valued  and 
fostered  as  the  accountability  program  progresses. 

State  responsibility  will  need,  initially,  to  focus  on 
ob^i^ectives  pertaining  to  performance  iri  the  skill  areas  specified 
in  €he  state  law,  and  local  school  systems  should  be  encouraged 
to  establish  objectives  and  evaluation  procedures  patterned  to 
local  needs . and  concerns  in  public  education. 


^  State  Education  Agency  is  synonymous  with  the  Maryland  State 
Department  of  Education. 
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-During  the  1974-75  school  year,  a  major  innovation 
under  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  involved  the  initia- 
.tion  of  the  Maryland  Alternative  Accountability  Pilot  Project.  7 
Under  joint  sponsorship  of  the  Maryland  state  Department  of 
Education,  the  Maryland  State  Teachers  Association  and  the 
National  Education  Association,  six  schools  in  three  Maryland 
school  systems^  have  been  developing  alternative  assessment/     '  • 
accountability  techniques  for  use  at  the  school  level  in  lieu  ' 
of  the  state  mandated  assessment  program.     The  pilot  project 
will  continue  through  June  1976,  when  an  independent  evaluation 
will  be  conducted  to  review  the  outcomes  of  the  efforts  of 
the  six  pilot  schools,  and  to  determine  whether ., the  project 
merits  ^n  extension  and  expansion  under  National  Inctitute  of 
Education  support.  ' 

J- 

.  Implicit  in  the  concept  of  accountability  is  the  need 

for  disclosure  of  all  available  information  about  the  educational 
enterprise,  communicated  in  such  a  way  as  to  enable  the  general 
public  to  develop  informed  opinions  about  the^  public  schools  and 
recommendations  for  legislation  with  regard  to  the  improvement 
of  the  quality  of  education  in  Maryland. 9    It  is  in  the  spirit 
of  disclosure  that  this  report' is  offerea. 
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See  Maryland  Alternative  Accountability  Pilot  Project  Report' 
Phasg_jL>  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education, -Divisiori  of' 
Research,  Eva^uation^nd  Information  Systems,  Accountability 
Section,  November  1975.  '  ^ 

For  additional  information  on  the  participating  schools,  see 
local  school  system  narrative  reports.  Section  4.2.2  Anneil 
ArundeX  County,  4.2.4  Baltimore  County,  and  4.2.17  Prihce 
George's  County. 

^To  assist  the  reader  in  the  use  and  understanding  of  the  MAP 
assessment  data  and  tables,  a  new  chapter  has  been  added  to  - 
this  year's  report.     Definition  of  terms,  sources  of  data, 
explanation  of  special  eleinents  and  symbols,  sucli  as  the 
asterisk  (*),  and  instructions  for  interpreting  the  tables 
are  provided  in  Chapter  3,  pp.  &0-75. 

•     *  58  30 


Chapter  2  '  Maryland  state  department  of  education: 

accomplishments  and  objectives 

-  ■    .    r  • 
2.1  Introduction  -    .  l 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  describe  in  summary  fash- 
ion the  degree  to  which  the  Maryland  5tate  Department  of  Education 
(MSJDE)   achieved  its  major  objectives  in  Fiscal  Vear  1975,  and  to  lay 
out  the  principal  objectives  for  Fiscal  Year '1976. 

'  •> 

The  key  term  is  "summary."     Only  those  objectives  which  • 
are  believed  to  be  of  general  interest'  have  been  select"^  for  dis~ 
^cussion.     For  a  more  detailed  examination  of  accomplishments  in 
1975,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  FY  1975  Program  Evaluation  Re- 
port .     The  ojDjectives  for  1976  are  contained  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment  of  Education's  Short-Rarige  and  Long-Range  Plans  for  FY  1976  - 
FY  1985.     These  t<*o  documents  are  prepared  annmally  for  transmittal  ^ 
to  the  State  Departments,  of  Planning,  and  Budget  and  Fiscal  Services 
and  are  available  at  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education, 
Office  of  Planning  Services.     The  maberial  that  follows  was**  ab- 
stracted from  these  documents .  " 

This  'section  of  the,  report  is!  presented  in  five  parts 
which  represent  the  five  functional  areas  of  actij^^ity  .of  the 
Maryland  State  Department  of  Education.     They  are: 

#  »  '  ^ 

•  Educational  Progr^s; 

•  Public  Library  Programs; 

•  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Programs; 

•  General  Management;  and 

•  Program  Support  Services. 

Each  part  lists  some  of  the  actual  accomplishments  in  that 
functional  area  for  Fiscal  Year  1975  and  the  objectives  for  Fiscal 
Year  1976. 
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state  Department's  Major  Ftmctional  Activities 


Educational  Programs 

A.     Early  Chi Idhfood  Education 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Provided  technical  assistance  in  planning  and 
implementing  early  childhood  education  programs 
through  the  services  of  two  early  childhood 
education  specialists  and  one  coordinator, 

2.  Conducted  a  four-day  Maryland  State  Department 
of  Education  Early  Childhood  Education  Summer 
Institute  entitled  "Articulation  Between  Pre- 
kindergart^n.  Kindergarten  and  First  Grade" 
involving  supervisors,  as,sistant  superintend- 
ents, principals,  teachers  and  supportive  ser- 
vice personnel  from  23  local  educatit>a*  agencies 
(LEA) . 

3.  Increased  parent  involvement  in  the  total  early 
childhood  education  program,  particularly  in 
the  classroom,  and  par1;icipation  in  developing 
reinforcement  packages  for  "take-home"  pur- 
poses. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

Assist  lea's  in  diagnosing  and  prescribing  the 
basic  skilJjs  needed  for  educational  development 
tof  young  children  in  prekindergarten  programs/ 

Provide  the  opportunity  for  early  childhood 
education  programs  to  followup  on  the-Early 
Childhood  Education  Summer  Institute,  en- 
titled "Articulation  Between  Prekindergarten, 
Kindergarten  and  First  Gradey"  in  individual 
counties  and  on  a  regional  l^as is . 

Aid  in  the jdevelopment  and  refinement  of  early 
childhood  education  curricula  materials  in  the 
numerous  centers  located  throughout  the  state. 
These  curricula  materials  are  needed  for 
initiating  new  early  childhood  education 
centers,  refining  e&tablished  programs  and 
responding  to  r^ffquests. 


2. 


B.    Elementary  and  Secondary  Education        Regular  Ser- 
.  vices  (lis  students  of  all  ages  and  characteristics) 

Actual  Program  Performance  ' 

1.  Instructed  an  additional  500  teachers' in  the 
use  of  the  new  health  education  'curriculum.  . 

* 

2.  Developed  eight  media  support  packages  to  ac- 
company the  health  education  curricultim  for 
use  in  classroom  instruction  and  inservice 
training. 

3.  Trained  100  teachers  to  increase  students',/ 
knowledge  of  political  processes  and  servi'ies  . 

''of  local  governments. 

4.  Publishe'd  and  disJ^ributed  a  resource  guide  of 
appropriate  activities  to  assist  the  public 
and  nonpublic  schools'  in  Maryland  in  their 

'  plans  for  celebration  of  the  National  Bi- 
centennial.    This  publication  won  a  national 
award.  , 

5.  -  Completed  and  secured  approval  for  the  State 

Plan  for  Metrication. 

6.  Published  and "distributed,  the  interdisciplinary 
curriculum  framework  for  enviroiunental  educa- 
tion for  use  by  local  school  systems. 

7.  Cbmpleted  revisions  to  criterion-referenced 
tests  for  basic  skills  in  reading.     The  tests 
were  given  in  pilot  school  systems. 

8.  Completed  the  four  filmstrips  and  manuals  for 

.  teachers  of  basic  skills  in  functional  reading . 

9.  Completed,  initiation/of  programs  for  early 
identification  of  learning  problems  in  17 
school  systems. 

10.  Completed  the  preparation  of  guidelines  by 
which  individual  schools  may  measure  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  their  total  reading  program. 

11.  Trained  4  50  supervisors  ami  principals  to  im- 
prove their  skill  in  functional  reading  pro- 
gramming. ^ 


ol 
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12.     Trained  150  trainers  of  reading  volunteers, 
FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Develop  and  approve  a  set. of  statewide  goals 
and  objectives  K-12  in  four  siobject  areas, 

2.  Develop  and  disseminate  basic  policy  and 
guidelines  for  instructional  programs  in  four 
subject  matter  areas. 

3.  Develop  and  field  test  an  instrument  that  can 
be  used  to  evaluate  a  total  school  program  in 
reading, 

4.  Cause  to  .be'  developed  and  implemented,  in  14 
counties  and  Baltimore  City,  a  prograun  whereby 
each  student  entering  his  first  year  in  any 
kindergarten  or  first  grade  is  evaluated  for 

the  purpose  of  identifying  learning  disabilities. 

5.  Develop  a  model  training  program  for  teachers 
using  the  filmstrips,  tapes,  and  teacher's  re- 

^  source  manual  for  functional  reading. 

6.  Develop  teaching-learning  packages  for  students 
and  teachers  to  use  in  the  study  of  natural  or 
urban  areas  in  environmental  education. 

7.  Develop  and  implement  inservice  programs  to 
train  kindergarten  and  first  grade  teachers 
in  15  school  systems  to  screen  and  diagnose 
learning  problems  of  children. 

8.  Develop  and  implement  inservice  programs  to 
train  kindergarten  and  ~first  grade  teachers  in 
15  school  systems  to  modify  or  develop 'inter- 
vention programs  to  meet  the  needs  of  pupils 
with  learning  problems.  ^ 

9.  Develop  and  implement  an  inservice  program  to 
train  the  metric  coordinators  designated  by 

'the  local  superintendents  of  schools. 


10.* 


Develop  and  implement  programs  for  the  highly 
able  readers  at  all  levels. 


11.     Develop  programs  for  the  students'  with  severe 
reading  problems. 
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12.     Plan  and  conduct  bilingual  and  bicultural 
training  programs  for  teachers  and  admini- 
strators in  Regions  I  and  II. 


13.  Plan  and  implement  an  awareness  program  for 
teachers,  and  administrators,  parents,  and 
the  public  to  present  the  latest  knowledge, 
trends,  and  curricular  programs  for  the  gifted 
and  talented. 

14.  Develop  a  plan  to  completely  revise  the  program 
of  social  studies  for  Grades  K-*12. 

15.  Develop  a  five-yea^  schedule  for  planning  state 
and  regional  conferences  and  seminars  in  the 
various  curricular  areas.. 

16.  Hold  a  fall  conference  for  directors  of  school- 
community  centers  programs. 


Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  —  Pupil  Ser- 
vices 

Actual  Proqrairt  Performance 

1.  Published  and  disseminated  the  Career  Education 
Resource  notebook  and  the  Foreign  Language/ 
Career' Education  brochure. 

2.  .  Proposed  bylaws  on  pupil  records  and  suspension 

expulsion  to  the  State  Board  of  Education,  x 

3.  Revised  and  published  the  Curriculum  for  Stu- 
dent Development. 

4.  Held  a  state  cpnference  on  open  educational 
settings  and  forwarded  recommendations  to  MSDE. 

5.  Completed  the  Atinapolis  Guidance  Pro]ect  »Re- 
port. 

6.  r  Completed  a  first  draft  of  the  Pupil , Services 

Accountability  docjument. 

7.  Completed  and  published  a  joint  report  on 
high  school-college  articulation  with  the 
Maryland  Council  on  Higher  Education. 

8.  Appointed  a  Student  Needs  Assessment  Task 
Force  which  has  Completed  its  datoa  gathering 
phase.  /  " 
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1.  Develop  and  conduct  cooperatively  with  the 
Maryland  Association  of  Student  Councils  two 
statewide  student  conventions. 

2.  Complete  evaluations  of  status  of  local  student 
responsibility  and  rights  documents. 

3.  Provide  (with  Maryland  Leadership  Workshop) 
training  in  leadership  skills  for  240  students. 

4.  Complete  training  of  150  educators  in  organiza- 
tion, planning,  and  curriculum  development  re- 
lated to  needs  of  special  population/  i.e., 
girls  and  women,  minorities  and  the  handicapped. 


Elemientary  and 'Secondary  Education  —  Handicapped 
Actual  Program  JBeriEormance 

1.  Improved  and  expanded  the  Special  Services 
Information  System  for  data^on  the  handi- 
capped. 

2.  Trained  1,264  regular  teachers  in  concepts  of 
special  education.  .  . 

3.  Organized  one  more  parent-infant  project  for. 
hearing  impaired,  for  a  current  total,  of  four. 

4.  Improved  skills  of  20  teachers  of  severely  and 
profoundly  handicapped  children  under  a 
Federal  program  which'* will  be  further  expanded. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Evaluate  100  percent  of  the  educational  pi:o- 
grams  in  ptate  institutions  through  the 
utilization  of  an  interagency  team  of  pro- 
fessionals. 

2.  Perfoann  a  Maryland  State  Department  of  Educa- 
tion evaluation  by  professional  staff  in  50  ■ 
percent  of  the  out-of-state  facilities  which 
enroll  Maryland  students. 
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3..     Tr^in  80  teachers  to  work  witlh  severely  and 
profoundly  handicapped  children  ift  pxiblic 
education  programs . 

4,  Train  1000  elementary  educators  to  work  in 
the  regular  classroom  with  children  having 
mild  to  moderate  handicapping  conditions. 

E.     Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  --Handicapped, 
Vocational 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.     Developed  a  booklet  entitled  Maryland's  Handi- 
capped,    This  booklet  is  presently  being  dis- 
ibuted  throughout  Maryland  and  other  states 
on  request. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Provide  consultant  services  for  the  inservice 
training  of  25  personnel  concerned  with  the 
instruction  of  disadvantaged  persons  in  coopera- 
tive vocational  education  programs  and  special 
vocational  education  programs. 

2.  Develop  and 'disseminate  information  and  . 
materials  connected  with  inservice  training"^ 
programs  for  personnel  providing  vocational 
education  for  disacjvantaged  persons. 

3.  Review  and  approve  program  proposals  submitted 
in  terms  of  instructional  staff,  couifse  content, 
physical  facilities,  and  equipment  to  determine 
conformance  with  program  goals  and  priorities 
and  compliance  with  the  state  plan. 

4.  Assist  participating  LEA's  in  the  development 
of  eufriculum,  determination  of  institutional 
methods,  and  selection  of 'educational  aids  to 
effectively  serve  the  vocational  needs  of  per- 
sons with  special  needs. 

5.  Include  in  the  development  of  the  state  plan 
particular  emphasis  on  programs,  services and 
activities  for  persons  with  special  needs. 
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6.  Monitor  and  evaluate  five  percent  of  the  dis- 
advantaged and  handicapped  programs  in  opera- 
tion to  determine  whether  student  needs  are 
being  met.  '  • 

7.  Provide  work  experiences  for  young  persons 
from  low  income  families,  in  order  to  enhance 
their  future  employability  and  provide,  in 
part,  financial  means  for  them  to  continue 
their  education. 


Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  —  Disadvantaged 
Actua\.  Progrcim  Performance 

1.     Undertook  the  initial  steps  to  develop  the 
needs  assessment  handbook,  including  holding 
a  statewide  meeting  of  Title  I,  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  (ESEA) ,  staff  and 
local  Title  I  coordinators.     Liaison  was  esta- 
blished with  other  divisions  and  agencies  in 
order  to  obtain  information  relevant  to  the 
needs  assessment  handbook. 


2.  Developed  procedures  for  maintaining  compar- 
ability th-rough  the  updating  and  dissemination 
of  guidelines  and  regulations  as  well  as 
through  monitoring  visits.     Comparability  has 
been  maintained  in  all  LEA's. 

3.  Increased  the  involvement  of  parents  in  the  . 
Title  I  progrcim  in  all  LETV' s  through  regional 
meetings,  dissemination,,  and  inter  county 
visitations . 

4.  The  division  has  adopted  a  very  simple  system 
which  has  reduced  the  time  required  to  perform 

?       services . 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Develop  a  needs  assessment  handbook  for  use 
by  the  LEA ' s . 

2.  Develop  a  progedur'e  for  maintaining  compar- 
a^Ality  through  the  updating  of  guidelines, 
dissemination  pf  guidelines  to  LEA's,  and 
monitoring  comparability  through  reports 
and  visits  to  LEA's. 
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3.  Implement  the  consolidation  of  Title  III, 
Elementary  and  secondary  Education  Act 
(ESEA)  under  Public  Law  93-380 • 

4.  Develop  supplementary  centers  and  services  so 
that  these  supplementary  centers  and  services 
relate  directly  to  the  critical  educational 
needs  in  Maryland  that  have  been  designated 
priority  arenas  by  the  Maryland  State  Board 

of  Education. 

5.  Help  the  staff  of  LEA' s  to  determine  critical 
educational  needs  and  to  develop  proposals  to 
provide  solutions  to  these  needs.  ' 

d' 

Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  —  Disadvantaged, 
Vocational 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Utilized  funds  from  Part  H  of  the  Vocational 
Education  Act  for ' vocational  students  who  had 
an  economic  need-     Funds  were  allocated  so 
that  these  students  could  continue  their 
educations . 

2.  Implemented  seven  new  programs  to  servd 
vocational  education  needs  of  disadvantaged 
students  in  trades  and  industry,  business  and 
office,  cooperative  education  and  health, 

FY  1976  Objectives  ) 

(See  E.  above)    .  *  / 

Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  —  Gifted  and 
Talented 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Assisted  Howard ,  Montgomery ,  Anne  'Arundel, 
Baltimore  City,  and  Prince  George's  Counties 
in  developing  programs  for  gifted  and  talented 
students . 

2.  Extended  program  offerings  in  the  Ma?:yland 
Center  for  the  Arts  to  include  creative  wfitijig 
and  gymnastics. 
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3.  Held  first  State  Conference  for  the  Gifted"  A 
^      and  T'alented  in  November  1974.     Three  huridred 

parjpnts,  students,  teachers,  and  administrators 

attended^ 

FY  1976  Objectives  ' 

~7~   ^  ^ 

1.  Complete  a *seminar  for  supervisors  of  reading 
in  the  24  local  school  systems. 

2.  Hold  state  and  regional  conferences. 

3.  Offer  programs  for  the  gifted  and  talentedtin 
six  local  school  systems. 


I.     Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  —  Vocational?- 
Technical 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1*  -Provided  funds  to  assist  local  education 
agencies  in  maintenance,  expansion,  and 
initiation'  of  new  occupational  prograuns  as 
identified  in  local  plans.     More  than  183,893 
-  secondary  students  were  served  in  vocational 
education  programs. 

2.  Developed  a  booklet  entitled  "Maryland's 
Handicapped,"  in  conjunction  with  Special 

'  ^Iducation. 

3.  Planned  and  funded  a  new  maritime  program  for 
implementation " at  the  Maryland  Training  School. 

4.  Established  a  vocational  evaluation  (assess- 
ment) program  at  the  Maryland  Children's 
Cei\ter. 

5.  Implemented  14  cooperative  education  programs 
^    with  an  average  enrollment  of  35  students. 

All  programs  started  are  to  continue  into 
Fiscal  Year  1975  'with  increased  enrollment 
in  each  program  arear 

'■ft 

^      6.     Held  conferences  and  workshops  throughout 

the  state  for  approximately  750  administrators 
and  teachers  concerned  ;With  vocational  educa- 
tion. 
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FY.^1976  Objectives  .  ^ 

.         ■  ■      ■  "0 

1.  D.evelor^  the  Maryland  State  Pl^n  for  Voca- 
tional-Technical Education.  / 

2.  Help  to.  plan  and  assist  LEA' s  to,  conduct 
applicable.inseryice  training  programs  for 
vocationial-technical  personnel .  . 

3.  Coordinate  activities  for  vocational  teacher 
ev.aluatiori  programs  in  the  state  in  the 
various:' yobational  program  areas  as  indicated 
in  the  sbate-  plan . 

4.  Parti'cipate  in  the.  coordinate  curriculum 
developlrient  activities  and  'programs  in  the 
lea's  In  the  varioius  vocational  program  areas 
as  indicated  in  local  long  ran^e  and  annual 
E^S^ns  '  ' 

Assist  new  and  expanding  industries  witho^i 
the state  by  proVidjLng  traiViing  program^  for 
new^  employees .  »  ^ 

6.     Implement  a  program  o'f.  cons,umer  education 
for  students. 

/ 

Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  -/  Supplementary 
Services  *  /        •       *  . 

Actual  Program  Performance 

'i.     Performed  duties' at  the  state  level  in  con- 
nection with  four  Title  III  projects  in  human  : 
relations,  six  in  early  chi.ldhood  education, 
three  in  .career  education,  onje  in  improved 
teacher  |:raining  ai^d  certification,  foui:  in 
education  of  the  handicapped,  and  two  in.  , 
guidance  >and  qounseling. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Implement  and  consolidated  Title  III  under  ^ 
^'Public  Law  93-380. 

2.  Develop  supplementary  centers  and^sjervices 
within  the  legislative ^context  indicated  in 
Section  la  so  that  these  supplementary  cent-ers 
and  services  relate  directly  to  the  critical 


educational  needs. in  Maryland  that  have  been 
designat^cJ  priority  areas  by  MSDE. 

3.     Help  the  ^ptaff  oi^LEA'sto  determine,  critical 
educational  ne^s  and  to  develop^ proposals 
to  provide  scO-utions  to  these  needs. 


Adult  Education  —r  General  Adult  Education  • 
Actual  Program  Perfoinuance 

1.  Increased  the  number  of  participants  from 
59,278  in  1974  to  an.  estilmated  72,000  par- 
ticipants in  1975.^ 

2.  -  ^Offered  credit  courses  at  seven  institutio3;:is : 

Coppin  State  College^  Frostburg  State  College, 
Johns  Hopkins  University,  Morgan  State 
«   University,  Towson  State,  Salisbury  State, 
and  University  of  Maryland.  ^ 

3'.     Increased  by  20'  percent  the  niimber  of  in-  . 
du^trial  sites •> or  agencies  which  co-sponsor 
adult  continuing  education  programs  for  ^ 
employees.  f 

4.     Increased  the  number  of  adults  enrolled  in 
Adult  Basic  Education  from  16,051  in' 1974  to 
.    18,756  in  1975.     This  represents  a  16  percent 
increase  in  enrollment. 

FY  1976  Objectrives 

1.     Eval^te^  the  effectiveness  of  the  Adult  Basic 

, 'EducJtlon/Instructipnal  Television  teacher 
'        t^-aining  series  within  the  state  and  nationally 

'2.   .Revise  the  state  Adult  Basic  Education  Plan 
to  meet  current  Federal  program  regulations 
as  determined  and  approved  by  the  Maryland 
State  Board  of  Education  and  the  U.S.  Com- 
missiorier  of  Education. 

3.  Increase  by  10  percent  the  number  of -workshops , 
seminars,  and  conferences  designed  to  imprbve 
local  administrative  competencies  in  .adult 
education  admihistratidn,  curriculum  develop- 
ment, and^ emergency  preparedness. 
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4.     Assist  six  higher  education . institutions  in 
Maryland  in  establishing  a  core  of  Adult 
Education  courses. 


Adult  Education  —  General  Educational  Development 
(Testing  Program), 

Actual  Prograift  Performance 

1.  Exceeded  the  goal ^of  expanding  from  16  test 
centers  to  18.     The  pro r ram  was  eventually 
expanded  to  21  test  centers. 

2.  Provided  testing  services  for  15,323  examinees. 
>  Thj.s  was  3,323  more  than ^^ajiticipated. 

FY  1976  Objectives       ^  ,  . 

1.  Continue  to  provide  General  Eduqational 
Development  (GEDl   testing  services  to  quali- 
fied  Maryland  residents  as  mandated  by 
statute. 

2.  .Provide  GED  testing  services  of  all  military 

personnel  stationed  in  Maryland  per  the  request 
of  United  States  Department  of  Defense   (DOD) . 

Adult  Education  Vocational-Technical 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Provide  more  than  300  additional  students  with 
postsecondary  occupational  education  and  ap-^ 
proximately  25  new  associate  degree  and/or 
certificate  occupational  programs. 

2.  Allocated  more  than  $200,000  ^o  16  local  educa- 
tion agencies  for  approved  adult  vocational  " 
education  courses  and  programs. 

4 

3.  Allocated  funds  for  more  than  $1,790,000  for 
^postsecondary  education  to  the  16  community 

colleges  as  compared  with  approximately 
$1,500,000  in  ^the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

4.  Developed  and  implemented  two-new  adult  busi- 
ness education  programs  to  provide  employment 
training  for  the  inmates  of  the  Division  of 
Corrections . 
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FY  1976  Objecta.ves 

1 .  Provide  lea^dership,  management,  and  special 
services  tp  expedite  the  effective  operation 
of  the  state  occupational  education  sy.stem 
by  allocating  resources  to  maintain  the 
operajtion  of  state  level  ^services  necessary 
for  the  planning,  operation,  ahd  reporting 

in  compliance  with  all  applicable  laws,  rules, 
regulations,  and  State  Board  of  Education^ 
priorities . 

2.  Maintain  and  operate  a  management  information 
system,  including  16  subsystems. 

3..   Develop  and  implement  the  Maryland  State  Plan 
'  for  Vocational-Technical  Education  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year . 

4.  Assist  each  local  educational  agency  to  develop 
and  implement  both  an^agproved  long  range  and 
an  annual  plan  for  vocational-^technical  educa- 
tion for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

5.  Monitor  five  percent  df  the  vocational-techni- 
cal programs  in  the  state  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  future  direction  of  existing  programs. 

6.  Maintain,  update,  and  disseminate  manpower 
information  by  occupation  based  on  current 
population  and  labor  market  inforntation  f or  . 
use  in  program  planning  and  evaluation. 

7.  *  Review  and  approve  for  allocation  vocational 

programs  in  Appalachi^a  within  the  budget 
available  under  the  Appalachia  Act. 


Community  Schools 

Actual  Program  Performance 

Funded  588  school-community  centers  in  the 
24  local*  school  systems. 

FY  1976  Objectives  v  . 

1.     Provide  consultative  service  to  all  school- 
community  centers  as  requested. 
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i     2.     Hold  a  state  conference  for  the  educational 
and  recreational  directors  of  school-com- 
munity center  programs. 

2.2.2-.  *     fPxiblic  Library  Programs  >      -       ■  ■ 

Pxiblic  Library  Services 
Actual  ProgrcUri  Performance 

1.     Presented  the  potential  of  Information  and 
Referral  Services  to  all  24  public  library 
systems  in  the  state.,    Twenty,  of  the  systems 
indicated  a  desire  to  inaugurate  .an^  Informa- 
tion and  Referral  Center  in  their  system. 
Six  library  systems,  with  the  assistance  of 
the  division's  staff  specialist,  formulated 
plans  for  developing  these  services  and  re- ^ 
ceived  fundiag  under  the  Library  Services  and' 
Construction  Act  for  implementation  df  the 
plans .  '        ■  *  ' 

}  2.     Filled  76  percent  of  film  requests^ and  55  per- 

^    ^  cent  of  requests  for  printed  materials  through 

I  the  State  Library  .Resource  Center. 

3.     Developed,  published,  and  distributed  a  Master 
Plan  for  Libraries  which  was  approved  by  the 
Governor  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Libraries. 
This  plan  will  serve  as  a  guide  for  the  develop 
ment  of  library  services- during  the  ne:^  five 
years . 

FY  1976  Objectives  •  • 

Formulate  and  conduct  a  field  test  of  a  plan- 
ning model  in  thre^  public  library  systems. 

(Complete  the  activities  of  the  committee  for 
formulating  public  library  standards* 

Collect  and  analyse  information  and  data  on 
public  libra!i:y  programs. 

Evaluate  Federal  and  state  funded  pilot  pro- 
jects far  service  to  the  disadvantaged. 

Formulate  guidelines  and  plans  for  library 
service  to  the  aging. 


1. 

2. 


4. 
5. 
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6.  Design -an  outline  for  developing  a  file  of 
services  available  for  each  county  government. 

7.  DevelQp  and  implement  a  plan  for  serving  the 
library  needs  of  blind  and  physically  handi- 
capped college  students. 

S.     Increase  the  number  of  readers  who  are  eligible 
to  use  the  ^library  of  th3  Physically  Handi- 
capped    ,  ' 

2 . 2 • 3       ;  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Programs 

A.     Placement,  Guidance  and,  Case  Services 

Actual  Program  Performance  .  <7 

1.  Served  42 ,999 -disabled  (10  percent  of  goal), 
and  rehabilitated  8, 416  .persons  (101  percent 
of  goal)  under  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973. 


Served  3,016  (112  percent  of  goal) ,  and  re- 
habilitated 285  persons  (95  percent  of  goal) 
under  the  Beneficiary  Rehabilitation  Program. 
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3.  Served  1,975  (21  percent  of  goal) ,  and  re- 
habilitated 168  pejcsons  (16  8  percent  gf  goal) 
under  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Pro- 
grsim. 

4.  Served  2,962  peraons  (95  percent  of  goal) , 
and  rehabilitated  537  persons  (107  percent 
of  goal)  under  other  programs. 

5.  Served  14 , 514  severely  disabled  citizens  (66 
percent  of  goal)   and  rehabilitated  3,536  (104 
percent  of  goal) .  . 

6.  Served  10,000  Pxiblic  Assistance  recipients 
(94*-percent  of  goal),  and  rehcibilitated  1,788 
(94  percent  of  goal). 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.     For  the  traditional  16  major  disability  cate- 
gories in  which  the  division  has  prime  concern, 
the  number  to  be  served  and  rehabilitated  are 
shown  on  the  following  page: 
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>Tq  Be  Served    To  Ee  Rehabilitated 

9,500  / 


1976  29  ,400 

2.     For  the  severely  disabled  as  follows s 

To  Be  Served    To  Be  Rehabilitated^ 
1976  16,500  3,800 


/ 


B.     Disability  Determination 
Actual  Program  Performance 


/ 


1.  Exceeded  the  goals  established  by  adjudicating^ 
51,207  disability  determinations  (122  plercent 
of  goal),  and  referring  13,406  cases   1168  pe 
cent  of  goal)   to  Voca-tiohal  Rehabilitation 
services.     In  addition,  the  Maryland  Ms- 
ability  Determination  Program  was  ra^iked  a 
one  of  the  top  five  in  the  nation  i^l  adji 
eating  claims  per  manyear. 

2.  Completed  the  full  implementation  of  ti 
Supplemented  Security  Income  Program ^ 
became  an  integral  part  of  the  Disab^ 
Determination  Program. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Adjudicate  58,500  claims  and  reff^r  11,700  per- 
sons to  the  Department  of  Vocational  Reha- 
bilitation. 

2.  -Add  rjeconsideration  interviews  and  due-pro- 
cess interviews  through  field  visits  to  the 
local  Social  Security  Offices. 


Rehabilitation  Center 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Admitted  76  8  clients  and  provided  services  for 
an  additional  1,013  persons. 

2.  Achieved  an  average  datly  census  of  269  clients 
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3. 


Served  51  spinal  cord  injured  clients  and  an 
additional  98  severely  disabled  persons  in 
the  Spinal  Cord  Program.  - 


4. 


Provided  evaluation  services  to  ^63  clients. 


5. 


Provided  training  services  to  550  clients. 


FY  1976  Oblectives 

Provide  services  to  1,22Q  of  those  served; 
place  1,100  in  employment. 


2.2.4 


'General  Management 


A.     Departmental  Planning 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Gave  training  in  planning  skills  to  approxi- 
mately 125  local  school  system  and  state 
hospital  personnel  with  responsibility  for 
special  education. 

2.  Developed  two  short  and  long  range  plans 
for  the  department . 

3.  Initiated  a  study  of  alternative  futures 
for  education  in  Maryland. 

4.  Provided  technical  planning  assistance  as 
requested;  provided  service  with  respect  to 
specific  projects  to  all  24  local  school  sys- 
tems  and  all  10  MSDE  Divisions . 

5.  Completed  basic  planning  and  evaluation  system 
guidelines  for  Maryland  public  schools. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Coordinate  planning  at  all  levels  to  ensure 
the  development  of  comprehensive  plans  to 
address  identified  needs. 

2.  Provide  group  and  individualized  staff  de- 
velopment programs  in  planning  and  evaluation 
for  MSDE  and  local  school  system  administrative 
and  supervisory  personnel. 
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3.  Assist  six  local  school  systems  with  the  im- 
plementation of  systematic,  comprehensive, 
planning  procedures  with  respect  to  a  program 
or  programs  of  local  selection. 

4,  Design  g)rocedures  for  an  annual  assessment  of 
consultive  services  required  with  regard  to 
the  local  development  or  implementation  of 
school  system  management  improvement  projects, 

B.  Fiscal  Planning  and  Distribution  of  Resources 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Developed  and  presented  a  computer  model  for 
collecting  costs  for  educational  management 
to  the  Cooperative  Accountability  Project 
meeting  in  Miami  and  Denver.     This  model  is 
ready  for  the  testing  phase. 

2,  Expanded  the  auditing  function  to  include 
audits  of  Federal  programs  funded  under  ESEA 
Title  I,  made  an  analysis  of  the  local  audit 
reports  and  submitted  critiques  to  the  appro- 
priate county  superintendents . 

FY  1976  Objectives 

!•     IMtiate  a  study  of  five-year  budget  planning. 

2.     Change  and  improve  the  financial  reporting 

system  by  achieving  instant  entry  of  financial 
data  into  computer  and  instant  retrieval  of 
information. 

C,  Department  Personnel  Management 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Solicited  employment  transcripts  from  local 

*  educational  agencies  on  all  employees  eligible 
for  the  transfer  of  service  credit  for  sick 
and  annual  leave  purposes. 

2.  Established  and  completed  a  source  data  card 
system  on  race,  sex,  salary,  job  assignment, 
and  job  location  for  all  employees  of  the 
Department. 
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FY  19  76  Objectives 


Improve  services  pertaining-  to  /fair  employment 
practices  and  equal  employment  opportunity • 
Attainment 'Of  this  objective  will  be  deter- 
mined by  the  hiring  and  promotion  of  women 
and  minorities  to  fill  positions  at  the  higher 
policy  and  decisionmaking  levels  and  by  re- 
duced •  incidence  in  t,he  filing  of  grievances.^ 


D.     Staff  Services:  Publications 

Actual  Progrcim  Performance  - 

^  Produced  all  publications  scheduled  for  pro- 

duction during  the  fiscal  year. 

FY  19  76  Objectives 

^       Publish  new  edition  of  the  Laws,  the  Directory 
and  Annual  Report.     Also,  publish  materials  on 
drugs,  health,  early  childhood,  and,  a  history 
of  vocational  rehabilitation.  r 


2.2.5  Program  Support  Services 


A.     Human  Relations 

Actual  Program  Performance  ( 

1.  Renderec^  assistance  to  all  local  sc)iool  sys- 
tems requesting  it.     (That  activity  increased 
substantially  over  the  previous  year.) 

2.  Participated  and  assis,ted  in  summer  workshop 
to  develop  human  relations  curricultim. 

FY  1976  (Objectives 

1.     Reduce  confrontations,  reduce  tensions,  and 
improve  group  understanding.     By  the  end  of 
1976,  90  percent  of  the  schools  will  function 
without  any  demonstrations  or  confrontations 
due  to  the  desegregation  of  schools. 
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2*     Provide  institutes  in  human  relations  skilly 
for  SEA  and  LEA  staffs.     Six  institutes  and/ 
or  conferences  will  have  been  provided  for 
Human  Relations  staffs  throughout  the  state. 


B.     Field  Services  ,  / 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Conducted  36  regional  meetings eight  regional 
conferences f  and  a  statewide  leadership  con-  « 
ference.  ^'"'^"V^ 

2.  Collected,  analyzed  and  organized  inputs  from 
participants  in  regional  conferences  on  gradu- 
ation requirements  and  submitted  data  to  MSDE 
staff. 

3.  Developed  and  disseminated  bicentennial  re- 
sources publication  for  Maryland  teachers. 

FY  1976  Objectives 

1.  Deliver  consultative  and  liaison  services  re- 
quested and  required. 

2.  Organize  a  professional  leadership  conference 
J.for  school  administrators. 


C.     School  Media  Services 

Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Conducted  educc^tional  agency  inservice  train- 
ing, i.e.,  Fre^er^cH  County,  production; 
Cailvert  County,  jffanning  media  programs; 
Garrett  County,  media  services  in  open 
schools;  and  Baltimore  City,  media  workshop. 

2.  Conducted  two  regional  ethnic  and  cultural 
workshops . 

3.  Conducted  statewide  facility  workshop  to  pro- 
vide guidance  for  local  agencies  in  design  of 
media  facilities. 


ERIC 


51 


4. 


ConductiBd  statewide  educational  technology 
fair. 


5.     Condut:ted  three-day  seminar  for  media  aqd 
reading  supervisors  ^n  reading  programs  for 
the  gifted  and  talenfied. 

FY  1976  Objectives  . 

1.  Complete  research  study  on  the  state  of  newer 
media  hardware  utilization'.  'v. 

2.  Complete  report  on  long  range  planning  for 
media  technology  in  Maryland, 

3.  Assist  all  local  school  systems,  nonpublic 
schools,  and  colleges  and  universities  with 
information  needed  to  develop  sound  media 
progx"ams . 


Instructional  Television 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Provided  213  cassetted  lessons  of  17  series 
and  the  allied-  manuals  (Western  Maryland  and 
Southern  Maryland  ITV  Prpject) . 

2.  Published  a  schedule  booklet  for  the  teachers 
of  Maryland  and  aired  55  series  via  telecast. 

3.  Included  three  art  series  in  the  Channel  28 
area  schedule.  Attendant  manuals  were  sup- 
plied for  these  series. 

4.  Publishe4.and  distributed  30,000  copies  of 
the  teachetS'   ITV  schedule  book. 

5.  Produced  10  lessons  in  Reading  I  and  seven 
lessqns  in  Reading  II  and  nine  lessons  in 
Reading  III  after  pilots  were  developed  and 
evaluated  and  each  of  the  three  reading  series 
These  lessons  and  the  attendant  manual 
materials  were  evaluated  for  reviaion  and 
continuing  production  of  other  lessons. 

6.  Conducted  seven  three-day  workshops  for 
utilisation  of  the  55  series  for  seven  of 
the  ti'EA's. 
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FY  1976  Objectives  '\  .  ' 

1 .  Complete  the  content  for . the  four  reading 

series.  ^ 

•  *     ''^^  ^ 

2.  Publish  and  copyright  the  manual  for  the 
Afro-American  Perspective  series  and  the 
Basic  EducatioiT;     Teaching  the  Adult  series. 

3.  Complete  the  production  and  pilot  broadcast 
of  60  lessons  in  the  Reading  I,  II,  III 
series;  complete  the  production  and  pilot 
broadcast  of  seven  lessons  of  Reading  IV. 

E.     Research  and  Evaluation 

Actual  Progrcim  Performance 

1.  Prepared,  published  and  disseminated  the 

Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report  to  •  i 

the  Governor  and  General  Assembly  by  January  29, 

1975. 

2.  Refined  the  Maryland  Accountability  Assessment 
Program  on  the  basis  of  Spring  1974  assessment 
experience  through  the  publication  of  a  re- 
vised manual  of  assessment  procedures  require- 
ments . 

e 

^   3.     Supported  further  developmental  activities  on 
the  part  of  state/local  goals  and  objectives 
committees  in  matnematics,  reading,  and  writing. 

V 

4.  Secured  approval  of  the  developmental  action 
piano  for  the  Assessment  Component  of  the 
Maryland  Accountability  Program. 

5.  Piloted  three  evaluation  systems  with  a  view 
to  general  use  across  the  state  in  vocational/ 
technical  education. 


FY  1976  Objectives 

#- 

1.     Conduct  the  Assessment  Component  of  the 
Maryland  Accountability  Program. 
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2.  Publish  and  disseminate  an  issu^  of  Review  of 
Educational  Research ,  * 

3.  Coordinate  vocational  education  research  in 
Maryland. 

4.  Provide  consultative  serv^^Hfes  to  LEA's  in  the 
are4  of  research  and  evaluation  in  vocational 
education.     Attainment  will  be  signaled  by  a 
comparison  between  requests  for  service  and 
the  delivery  of  agreed  upon  services. 

5.  "    Provide  internal  consultative  services  to  the 

MSDE  in  the  area  of  research  and  evaluation. 


Information  Services 
Actual  Program  Performance 

1.  Completed  the  programming  required  to  produce 
the  State  Aid  Reports  on  May  27,  19  75^ 

2.  Completed  the  programming  to  produce  two  re- 
ports :  , 

(a)  Professional  staff  by  certificate,, 
by  experience  and  by  degree  status. 

(b)  Distribution  of  salary  by, selected 
professional  positions . 

3.  Redesigned  and  reprogrammed  the  old  High 
Scho6l  Equivalence  System. 

4.  Processed  6  7  new  and  revised  forms. 

f 

5.  Implemented  the  following  projects: 

fa)     To  ddvelop  a  records  retention 
policy  and  plan  of  action. 

(b)     To  consolidate  MSDE  forms  with 
assistance  from  LEA  representa- 
tives . 

6.  Issued  releases  on  enrollment,  staff,  finan- 
cial and  salary  schedule  information  as  near 
as  possible  to  desired  schedules.     A  new 
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statistical  publication  6n  pupil  transportation 
was  also  r,eleased.     Factors  affectii^  the  main- 
tenance  of  ^schedules  at  local  arid"^  state  levels 
were  th^  increasing  number  an4  compl^fexity  of 
information  recjuests,  the  availability  of    '  «» 
qualified  staffs,  and  the  computerization  of  ' 
'^data  —  both  in  programming  and  retrieval. 

"        «  ■ 

7.     Prepared  reports  on  graduate  plans  and  graldu- 
*    ate  followup  and  distributed  data  to  LEA's.    x  ^ 

.^Y  1976  Objectives  '     »  . 

,1.    'Develop  and  implement  management  information 
'  .  ^    syst^m^  plans  for  an  integrated  local-state- 
Federal  information  network,  incorporating 
th^  improvement  of  dissemination  of  research 
and  management  information  and  the'reductipn  ^ 
of ' unnecessary  burdens  on  data  sources. 

2.     Manage  the  ptipil  membership,  certificated 
staff,  and  financial  data  systems. 

3^.     Review,  evaluate, ^nd  revise  MSDE  dc^ta  sys~  . 
^ems  in  light -of  revisions  published,  by 
U.S.  Office  op^Eduqation  iri  the  Handbook 
Series.  ^ 

4.     Conduct  the ^igh;  School  Graduate  F^pllowup 
Study.    *       ■  /I 

-  5.     Provide  management  support  for  the^ trans- 
portation aid  program. 


Accreditation  of  Schools  and  programs 

Actual  Program  Performance  ■  -  t 

Provided 'consultative  services  prior  to 
proval  and/or  accreditation  for  476  school^ 
and  programs.'       -  ^ 

Conducted  approximately  500  onsite'^evalua- 
on  visits  prior* to  approyal.  to  determine 
o^^Iiance  wi?th  applicable  statutes,  stand- 

"ations. • 


ards,  rules,  and 
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3.  Conducted  approximately  1^16  0  reevalu^tipn  ^  ; 
visits  after  approval  to  determine  continued 

*  compliance  with  applicable  statutes,  stand- 
ards ,  rules ,  and  regulations .  ; 

4.  Provided  consultative  services  for  the  improve 
•       ment  of  schools  and  programs  for  approximately 

565  schools  and  programs.  -  . 

FY  19  76  Objectives  ^  •      .  ' 

1.     Evaluate  all  teacher  education  progr.^ms 

1.  ""    (approximately  50)   scheduled  for  revisit 

during  this  fiscal"  yeaj:. 

2.  Develop  standards  for  the  approval  of  conj- 
petency  based  teacher  education  programs. 

3.  Determine  the  eligibility  for  apprbval  of  all 
'nonpublic  schools  in  Maryland  which  are  sub- 
ject to  regulations  by  the  Maryland  Stat^' 
Department  of  Education. 

<' 

Teacher  Certification 

Actual  Program  Performance 

Issued  20,000  certificates  either  as  renewal, 
initial,  -or  advanced  professional  cert|^f icates 

FY  19  76  Oblectiyes  >  '''' 

1.  Evaluate  the  credentials  received  from  appli- 
carits  and  make  appropriate  determinations  of 
certification  status  for  all  applicants  for 
the*^ Maryland  Teaching  Certificate. 

2.  Complete  a  study  of  needed  modJ-f ication  of 
the  present  record  keeping  system. 


Transportation 

Actual  Program  Performance 

Developed  two  school  bus  driver  training 
packages  namely,   "Pre^Trip  School  Vehicle 
, Check"  and  VDriving  Fundamentals -  Also, 

C4. 


completed  guidelines  to  assure "compliance 
With  the  Maryland  Occupational  Safety^ and' 
-  .Health  Act,  organized  workshops  for  implem^nt- 
'  ing  Safety  Instructional  Systems  in  about  ^  % 
one-half' of  the  local  school  systems,  and 
stored  data  for  each  child  enrolled. in  driver 
.  education  for  research  arid  evaluation  purposes 

py  1976  Objectives 

Provide  all  students  With^  adequate  learning 
experiences  in  the  area^  of  safety  so  thAt 
they  are  able  to. cope  with  their  environ- 
ment.    Attainment  of  this  objective  will 
be  determined  by  instructing  teachers  and 
student^s  about  the  hazards  connected  with 
laboratory  and  playground  activities  and  • 
by  periodic  Reviews  of  facilities  to  assure 
that  potential  hazards  have  been  reduced. 


Food  Service 

Actual  Program  Performance  \ 

1.     Increased  participation  iV  thfe  following  pro- 
grams: 

Programs     '  FY..  1972      FY  1975 

Non-Program  Schools  58  72 

Meals  served  to  children --^213/ 2 79  338,566 

Children  in  preschool 
centers  5,&€5  18,201 


Meals  served  to  el<ierly 
citizens 


874 


Expanded  the  Heallbh  Education  Workshops  on 
Nutrition  to  elementar^y  school  teachfers  in 
the  four  regions  to  bring  about  a  greater 
awareness  of  the  need^^.for  good  nutrition 
amdng  school  children  >nd  its  importance  to 
the  learning  climate  of,  the  student. 
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FY  1976  Objectiveg  -  >  ^ 

1.  Provide  meals  without  cpst  to  children  in 
ptiblic  and  nonpublic  schools, 

2.  ,  Provide  food  service  for  .the  elderly  by  work- 

ing Cooperatively  with  other  agencies.* 

3.  Work  with  Federal  and  state  legislators  for  the 
"^adoption  of  permanent  legislation. 
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Chapter  3  how  to  use  the  Maryland 

accountability  program  report 


3.1  Introduction  ^ 

The^piirpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  facilitate  a  clear 
understanding  of  the  colitent  and  procedures  used  in  the  MAP 
Report  without  the  necessity  of  referring  to  the  technical 
explanations  provided  in  Appendix  E-     T6  alleviate  some  of 
the  confusion  that  arose  following  the  publication  of  the 
initial  report,  this  chapter  contains  all  the  tools,  guidelines 
and  information  that  are  needed  to  interpret  the  data  found  in  , 
Chapter  4,  The  Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  Information • 

The  format  used  here  mirrors  the  structure  of 
Chapter  4,  with  Tables  1,  2,  2K,  3  and  4  being  illust;rated  — 
successively  on  the  left  hand  pages.     Each  table  is  accompanied 
by  explanatory  material  on  the  page  directly  opposite.  The 
data  cited  here  in  Tables  2  and  2A  have  been  taken  from  the 
MAP  Report,  1974-75,  State  Level  Tables  2  and  2A.  Howevet, 
the  data  used  in  the  School  Level  Tables  3  and  4  are  fictitious 
and  are  provided  only  for  illustrative  purposes. 

3,2  Explanation , of  Tables  " 

The  following  tables  are  discussed  in  this^  chapter: 

•    Tabl«  1.    State  Level^ —  Community  ana  Public  School 
'  *     Resource!  Profila  (pp.  60-65) 

«    Table  2.    State  Level*  —  Nonverbal  Ability  in  Average 
■       Standard  Age  decree  and  Academic  Achievement 

in  Avoilage  Grade  Equivalent  Scorj^f*  by  Ski^l  \ 
^  Area  and  by  Grade  (pp.  66-69) 


e    Table  2A.  State  Level—  Comparison  of  Year  I  -  (1973-J^9741 
with  Year  II  (1974-1975)  Data  in  Average  ^ 
Standard  Age  Sdores  and  Average  Grade 
Equivalent  Scores  (pp.  70-71) 

•  Table  3>    School  Level  —  Community  and  Public  School 

Resources  Profile  (pp.  72-73) 

•  Table  A*    School  Level  —  School ^Average  Grade  Equivalent 
  Scores,  by  Skill  Area,  Compared  vith  Maryland 

Noma  Based  on  School  Average  Standard  Age 
Scores  (pp.  -74^73) 


^Tlie  table  format  for  the  state  level  and  system  level  is 
identical.    Por  illustrative  putposes,  state  level  IJforma- 
tion  is  ussd  for  diacusaicn  in  Chapter  a. 
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TABLE  1. 


STATE  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES 
PR0FILE4= 
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(SAME  AS:     TABLE  1.       SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL 
RESOURCES  PROFILE*) 


A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTEKISTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

^2)  \ 

'       MEDIAN  \ 
FAMILY  1 
^       INCOME  / 

/       (3)  \ 
/         PERCENT  ' 

[disadvantaged 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHIl^ 

 ^  ^  

E/UCATIONAi^  LEViE 

wales  2s  years 
Jqf  age  or  oldef 

(M^IAN  SCHOOL  YEj 

L 

RS) 

El/icATIONAL  LEV^L 
FfMALES  25  YEARSI 
tiF  AGE  OR  PLDER) 

(MeJ^ian  school  YE^S) 

9 


».     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF- SEPTEMBER i  1974) 


(4) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(6)  ' 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHINj? 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISt4%AT0R 
EXPERIENCE  , 

(11) 

(12) 

"  (13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS  (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR! 


(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADK^IST^ATION 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITUftES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATIOI^ 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

"a 

"  4^ 

SEE -CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  6O-6S1  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED 
IN  THIS  TABLe. 
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EXPLANATION 


TA£|LE  1 


in  pr€.«nting  .t.te  level  and  local  .chool  .y.tem  level  nccountubility  d.ta,  it  i. 

r1.;rr«r:o^cro^  is  on  P^?"  ei,  63    and  65,  when 

•xSiinii^  the  .ucceeding  table,  on  nonverbal  ability  and  academic  achievement  teat  re.ult.. 

A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


DEFINITIONS 

(1)  TOTAL 'POPULATION 

Compriaea  all  peraona  whoae  uaual  place  of  reaidence  l^a  the 
8tat«  of  Maryland  (in  the  table  dca^iog  *olelY  with  atate 
information)  or  for  particular  local  units  (in  each  of  the 
county  tablea.)     Thia  figure  is  a  19%3  estimate  by  the  Bureau 
of  thi  Cenaua.     (Uaual  place  of  reairfcnce  i«  generally  con^ 
atrued  to  mean  the  place  where  that  peraon  eata  and  aleepa 
■Oat  of  the  time.) 

(2)  MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 

Rafera  to  the  amount  which  dividea  the  diatribution  of  total 
number  of  familiea  in  two  equal  groupa,  one  having  incomea 
above  the  midpoint    and  the  other  having  incomea  below  the 
midpoint.      Thia  figure  ia  from  •  1973  eatimate  by  the  De- 
partment of  Economic  Davelopmenti  State  of  Maryland. 

(.3)     PERCENT  DISADVANTAGED  SCHOOL-AGE  OJILDREN 

Refera  to  anyone  living  in  a  family  with  an  income  of  . 
$5,050  OF  leaa  (for  an  urban,  nonfarm  family  of  four), 
based  on  the  1970  Cenaua,  Fourth  Count. 

(4)  EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL  MALPS  25  YEARS  OF  AGE  OR  OLDER  (MEDIAN 
SCHOOL  YEARS) 

Refer,  to  educational  data  on  all  male.  25  Y""  °'  °^ 
older  in  the  total  population  being  diacussed.     The  median 
number  of  achool  yeara  completed  is  def^nAd  ».  the  value 
which  dividea  the  population  group  into  two  equal  parts 
one-half  having  completed  more  achooling  and  one-half  com- 
pleted leaa  achooling  than  the  midpoint.      Thia  figure  is 
from  the  1970  Census? 

(5)  'educational  LEVEL  FEMALES  25  YEARS  OF  AGE  OR  OLDER  (MEDIAN 

SCHOOL  YEARS) 

Refers  to  educational  data  on  all  femalea  25  .yeara  of  age  or 
'older  in  the  total  population  being  diacuaaed.     The  median 
number  of  achool  yeara  completed  is  defined  aa  the  .value 
which  dividea  the  population  group  into         ^^""^  P^^*'!;, 
ona-half  having  completed  more  achooling  and  o^J-h-lf  having 
completed  leaa  achooling  than  the  midpoint.      Thia  figure  ia 
fro«  the  1970  Cenaua. 


ILLUSTRATION 


©    0'  ©, 

Next  to  atudent  ability,  the 
moat  extensive  litersture  on 
achievement-related  variablea 
daala  with  measures  of  socio- 
econontic    status.     Studies  listed 
in  Appendix  E-3  present  strong 
4    evidence  that  variance  in  school 
performance  is  associsted  with 
differences  in  aociocconomic  back- 
ground of  the  atudent.. 


0 


Thi.  .tatistic  proHride.  an 
eatimate  of  the  additional  effort, 
required  by  .t.te  and  local  achool 
".y.tcms  to  provide  .peclal  programs 
and  other  aupport  .ervice.  for 
children  of  .chool  age  who  are 
living  under  condition,  described 
aa  diaadvantaged.    The  Federal 
Governmant  ha.  recognized  the  need 
for  financial  aa.i.tance  in  thia 
area  through  program.,  auch  a. 
Title  I,  Elcment^ary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act,  1965  and  Amendment.. 
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TABLE  1.  STATE  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES 

PROFILE* 


(SAME  AS:     TABLE  1.  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL 

*  RESOURCES  PROFILE  *) 

i 
) 


A.    COMHUNITY  CHAHACTEMSTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  '^GE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  X974) 


^        TOTAL  \ 
SCHOOL  1 
ENROLLMENT  i 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(6) 

AVEKX5t*^LARY 
Of  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

f  PUPIL/STAFF  \  / 

ATTENDAfliCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE  , 

1         RATIO  j| 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS  (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(14) 

PERCENT 

EXPENDITURES  'FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
^  ADMINISTRATION 

(  (IB) 

t  (19) 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
rOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOft  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
tFOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES  , 

/ 

\ 

/    •  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  60-65,  FOR  DEFINIT/ION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED 
IN  THIS  TABLE.  ^ 
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BXPUVNATION  —  TABLE  1  (Contlnuad) 


B«     SCHCXJL  CHAPACTPRISTICS  (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER  1974) 


•  DEFINITIONS 

<€)     TOTAL  SCHOOL  ENROLLMENT: 

Tha  nunbsr  of  pupils  on  thm  currant  roll  of 
a  school  systwn  (or  for  thm  total  atata)  aa 
of  Saptambar  30,  1974.     (Howavar,  the  figura 
for  Balrtimora  City  waa  datarminad  as  of 
Octobar  30,  1974.)  ^  * 

(7)     AVERAGE  TEACHER  SALARY: 

Total  annual  aalariaa  of, achool  laval  profaa- 
aional  ataff,  axcluding  pchool  laval  admlni- 
Btratora,  dlvldad  by  total  numbar  of  achool- 
laval  profaaalonal  ataff,  axcluding  achool 
laval  adidnlatratora,  axpraapad  in  full-tina 
•quivalanta,     (School  leval  profeaaional 
staff,  axcluding  achool  adminiatratora ,  in- 
cludaa  taachara»  dapArtmant  haada ,  guidAnca 
counsalora,  librariana,  and  tharapiats.) 

(!)     AVERAGE  SALARY  OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL  ADMINISTRATORS: 

Total  annual  aalariaa  of  achool  laval  ad- 
Sdniatratora  dividad  by  total  numbar  of 
school  laval  adminiatratora ,  axpraaacd  in 
full-tina  aquivalanta.     (School  laval  ad- 
miniatratora include  principala^  vica-  , 
principala,  and  adniniatrativa  aaaiatanta.) 

(9)     AVERAGE  YEARS  TEACHING  EXPERIENCE: 

Total  yaara  of  taaching  aacparianca  of  ^chool- 
laval^proXaaaioiial  ataff,  axcluding  achool- 
laval  adminiatratora f  dividad  by  total  num- 
bar of  achool  laval  profaasional  ataff,  ax- 
cluding achool  laval  adminiatratora. 

(10)  AVERAGE  YEARS  ADMINISTRATOR  EXPERIENCE: 

Total  yaara  of  adminiatrativa  and/or  taaching 
experianca,  of  achool  laval  adminiatratora , 
dividad  by  total  numbar  of  achool  laval  ad- 
miniatratora. 

(11)  PERCENT  STAFF  MASTER'S  DEGREE  OR  ABOVE: 

Mumbar  of  profaaaiohal  ataff  with  Kaatar/a^ 
Degraa  or  abova  dividad  by  total  numbar  of 
profaaalonal  staff,  expraasad  as  a  parcant. 

(12)  PUPIL/STAFF  RATIO:  <i 

Ntnbar  of  pupila  anrollad  (9/30/74)  divided 
bynumbar  of  achool  laval  profaaalonal  ataff. 
(School  laval  profaaalonal  ataff  includaa 
school  laval  adminiatratora,  taachars,  guidance  f 
counaalora,  librariana,  and  tharapiata.) 

(13)    ATTENDANCE  RATE 

Total  numbar  of  daya  of  pupil  attandanca 
dividad  by  total  numbar  of  daya  of  pupil 
■kanoarahipf  axpraaaad  aa  a  percent.  (Pupil 
MMbarahip  ia  dafinad  aa  tha  numbar  of  daya 
a  pupil  waa  axvtollad  during  tha  ragOlar 
school  sassion*) 


ILLUSTRATIONS 

0 


Ovar  the  laat  dacad^  tha 
school-aga  population  haa  baan 

Gradually  daclining.    Tha  trand 
s  praaantly  moat  noticeabla  at 
tha  alamantary  laval. 


© 


This,  figura  alludaa  to  tha 
nunbar  of  profaaalonal  ataff  mem- 
bera  availabla  at  tha  achool  laval 
to  provida  inatructional  aarvica 
to  children. 

In  many  achool  aystams^  profaa- 
alonal ataff  ara  aaaiatad  by  para- 
profaaaionala ,  aidaa  and  voluntaara 

who  ara  not  counted  in  computing 
thia  ratio. 


0 


Where  the  attendance  dipa  be- 
low 90  percent  (aa  a  raaaonable 
standard) ,  the  queation  of  whether 
the  lacic  of  atudant  attendance  ia 
indicative  of  an  attitude  towarda 
aphool  in  gtenaral,  and  whether  thia 
attitude  and  the  concomitant  re- 
duction in  the  time  a  atudent  ia 
expoaed  to  achool  inatruction  la  re- 
flected Sin  teat  acore^,  needa  fur- 
ther inveatigation. 


TABLE  1.  STATE  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES 

PROFILE* 

(SAME  AS:     TABLE  1.  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL 

RESOURCES  PROFILE*) 


A.     COHMUNITY  CHAKACTEKISTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
fOPULATtON 

(21 
MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

»•     SCHOOL  tHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(«) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(•) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  AlOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARifCTERlSTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


f         TOTAL  \ 
1      PER  PUPIL  1 
\  EXPENDITURES  / 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 

EXPENDITURES 
FOR**INSTRUCTION 

< 

(16)  ^\ 

'       PERCENT  A 
XPENDITURES  Fok 
L     INSTRUCTION  J 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

X    (!•)  X 

PEffcENT  EXPENDItVeS 
FbR  CENTRAL  OFFljcE 
lAbMINISTRATIOM 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL. 
SERVICES 

{20) 

p/rCENT  EX^ENDinjRES 
f       FOR  PUPIL  1 
\      SERVICES  / 

*  SEE  CHAPTER  3*  PAGES  6O-6S9  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED 

>    IN  THIS  Table* 
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EXPLANATION  —  TABLE  1  (Continued) 


C,     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-74  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


DEFINITIONS 

(14)  tOTAL  PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES: 

Conputsd  by  dividing  current  eatj^nditures  for  instruction, 
•dministration,  pupil  services,  health  services,  pupil 
transportation,  operation  and  maintenance  of  plant,  and 
fixed  charges,  excluding  state's  share  of„  I'eachers  *  Re- 
tirement and  Social  Security,  by  Average  Number  of  Pupils 
Belonging  (ANB) .     (ANB  is  defined  as  aggregate  days  of 
BMmbership  of  pupils  during  the  school  year  divided  by  the 
number  of  days  schools  wera  in  sassion.) 

(15)  PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITUK£:S  FOR  INSTRUCTION: 

Computed  by  dividing  the  total  instructional  expenditures, 
including  salaries  of  tchoOl  level  professional  staff. 
Other  instructional  school  stfrff,  aiid  central  office  in> 
structional  staff,  as  well  as  expenditures  for  contractual 
services,  supplies  and  materials,  and  other  instructional 
expenditures «  by  Average  Number  of  Pupils  Belonging  (ANB) . 

(16)  PERCENT. EXPENDITURES  FOR  INSTRUCTION: 

Computed  by  dividing  total  current  expenditures  for  ±Vk- 
etruction  (see  Item  15)  by  total  current  expenditures 
(see  Item  14),  expressed  as  a  percent. 

(17)  PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES  FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE  ADMINISTRATION: 

Computed  by  dividing  salaries  of  central  office  administra- 
tors «  and  other  administrative  staff  (excluding  the  central  . 
office  instructional  and  pupil  services  staff) ,  expendi- 
tutee  for  contractual  services »  supplies  and  materials, 
and  other  administrative  expenditures,  by  Average  Number 
of  Pupils  Belonging  (ANB) . 

(It)    "pfiRCENT  EXPENDITURES  FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE  ADMINISTRATION: 

Computed  by  dividing  total  current  expenditures  for  central 
Office  administration  (see  Item  17)  by  total  current  expendi- 
tures (see  Item  14) ,  expressed  as  a  percent. 

(19)     PElfj^UPIL  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PUPIL  SERVICES: 

Computed  by  dividing  the  total  expenditures  for  pupil  ser- 
vices including- salaries  of  pupil  services  staff  (i«e., 
coxinselors,  pupil  personnel  workers,  visiting  teachers, 
school  social  workers  supervisors  and  directors  of  pupil 
.^services),  expenditures  for  contractual  services*  supplies 
and  materials,  and  other  pupil'  personnel  expenditures,  by 
Average  Number  of  Pupils  Belonging  (ANB) . 

(?0)     PERCENT  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PUPIL  SERVICES: 

Computed  by  dividing  total  current  expenditures  for  pupil 
services  (see  Ite^n  19)  by  total  current  expenditure*  (see 
Item  14),  expressed  as  a  percent. 


ILLUSTRATIONS 


© 


This  figure  represents 
the  average  total  dollars'' 
for  current  expenditures 
that  a  school  system  spent 
for  the  education  of  each 
child  during  the  1973-74 
echool  year. 


It  should  be  noted  that 
total  per  pupi'l  ex)penditure 
(Column  14)  includes  other 
expenditures  besides  those 
listed  here,  such  as  health 
eervices  and  pupil  transports-  . 
^ion,  etc.     (See  definition  (14)). 

I|i  future  years,  beginning 
ip  Fiscal  Year  1978,  new  state 
guidelines  for  financial  report- 
ing will  ensure  greater  compar- 
ability for  cost  data. 


ERIC 


I-  o 


65 


\ 


0 


STATE  OF  MARYLAND 
TABLE  2. 


/ 


STATE  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD 
AGE  SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE 
EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE  4= 

(SAME  AS:   T-ABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVER- 
•AGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN 
AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY 
GRADE  +) 


SKILL 
AHC*S 

(I) 

TRflpF  

(21 

NUHBEK  OF 

STUDENTS 

FNRni  1  FD 

( 31 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TrSTFD 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORES 
(SAS) 

(6} 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(SD) 

AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 

(0) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(1) 

6^1055 

95.82 

8/9 

1671 

3.56 

1.19 

VOCABULARY 

5 

3 

7 

REAOrNG 
eOMPRE- 
HENSIOH 


3 

6^085 

95.90 

879 

100.5 

16.71  . 

3.63 

1.27 

5 

71712 

96,77 

862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.29 

1.5^1 

7  - 

72980 

90.02 

2'I0 

101.^1 

16.58 

6.87 

1.81 

9 

72633 

^7^2^^ 

223 

102.1 

16. 9r 

8.^2 

2.00 

1 

SPELLING 

3 

5 

i 

T29S0 

•9.99 

'  A 
25lo 

101.4 

14.  &• 

4.99 

2.13 

(^i 

CAFITAL- 
{ZATION 

i 

T29t0 

•  9.95 

240 

101.4 

1«.«S 

T.02 

2.11 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

T29S0 

.  240 

101.4 

14.  &• 

4.^4 

2.09 

♦    SEE  CHAfTE*  3.  MCES  6»-*7,  DEFINITION  OF  tEdHS  *«»  SOURCES  OF  DAT*  FItOVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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EXK*WJATION  —  TABLE  2 


To  provia*  coaparabl*  itrnt^wi^t  ■■■••■m«nt  data,  tha  Marylarwl  Accountability  Progran  (MAP)  in- 
i  a  uniform  tasting  program  which  ritquiraai   (1)  that  all  achool  ayatama  uia  aight  aubtaat»rOf  tha  Iowa 
of  Baaic  fikilla  (ITBS) ,  and  tha  Nonvarbal  Batttry  of  tha  Cognitiva  Abilitiaa  Taat  (CATli  (2)  that 
I  5,  5,  7,  and  9  ba  taatadi  and  (3)  that  «11  taita  ba  adminiatarad  in  tha  ipring  of  tha-^raar  — 


oludat 
Ttsta 
Grade a 

March  through  May. 


DEriNITIOMS 


Tha  ITlf  -kill  araaa  which  ara  liatad  vartically  on  Tablaa  2,  a.g,,  vocabulary  through  P««ctua 
tlon  on  tha  oppoaita  paga,  aa  wall  aa,  languaga  uaaga  through  »athaiiiatical  total  on  tha  following  paga,  ara 
daacribad  in  datail  in  Appandix  P  of  thia  raport. 


Coluim  (1)        TO  comply  with  tha  raquirawant  of 
tha  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act  (aaa 
Apt>andix  A)  that  each  achool  ba  aaaaaaad,  Gradaa 
3,  5,  7,  and  9  ara  praaantly  baing  taatad  (ax- 
eluding  apacial  education  claaaaa) ,  and  Grada  11 
will  ba  addad  in  achool  yaar  1975-7C. 

ColuMn  (2)  —  Thia  colunun  raporta  tha  nunbar  of 
pupila  on  tha  currant  rolla  of  achoola  aa  of 
f«ptanb«r  30,  1974.    For  nongradad  achoola,  ra- 
aulta  wara  groupad  and  raportad  by  nominal  grada 
laval,  dapanding  upon  pupila'  birthdataa  or  yaara 
of  pravioua  achooling,  excluding  Kindergarten • 

Column  (3)        Thia  coliunn  give*  the  number  of  atu- 
denta  taatad  ^n  t;^e  apring  of  1975i  divided  by  the 
niMber  of  atudanta  enroiled  9/30/75,  expreaaed  ea  a 
percentage.    AU  ayatema,  except  Frederick  County, 
teated  all  their  children  at  the  four  grade  levela. 
Frederick  County  utilized  a  aampling  technique  irC 
Gradaa  7  and  9,  inatead  of  population  teating  pro- 
cedurea • 

Coluinn  (4)        Schoole  are  included  only  if  they 
have  a  orade  3,  5,  7,  or  9. 

Column  liY  —  itandard  Age  icore  (SAS)  ia  derived 
f;rom  the  Cognitive  Abilitiea  Tent,  Nonverbal 
lattery,  Por»  1,  1971  edition,    Thia  aariaa  of 
teata  meaaurea  abatract  raaaonlng.    Meaaurea  pf 
aoholaetie  aptitude  are  valuable  in  evaluating 
atudent  echieveinent.    Thji  mean  for  the  national 
norm  group  for  Gradaa  3,  5,  7,  and  S/^ia  lOOi 
national  Itandard  Deviation  (SD)  ia  16 i  and 
aoorea  for  individual*  vary  from  50  to  150. 

Column  (<)  —  The  six  providea  an  indication  of 
the  apread  or  variability  of  the  acorea  in  the 
dletrlbution.  The  diatanca  betwaen  one  SD  be- 
low the  mean  and  one  SD  above  the  mean  includee 
$•  percent  of  the  caaaa  in  a  normal  diatribution ; 
while  the  diatanca  batween  two  atandard  davia- 
tipna  below  and  two  above  the  mean  encompaaaea 
approximately  95  percent. 


Coluim  (7)        Grade  Equivalent  (GE)  acoraa  are 
derived  from  the  Iowa  Teat*  of  Baaic  Skill*, 
Form  5,  1971  edition.    The  GE  of  a  given  raw  acore 
on  any  teat  indicate*  the  grade  level  at  which  the 
typical  pupil  makea  thia- raw  acore. 

There  i*  a  hi^^  probability  that  atudent*  who  *core 
100  or  m6re  on  ability  meaaurea,  auch  aa,  the  CAT, 
can  be  expected  to  acore  on  grade  norm  on  the  ZTBfi 
aphievement  meaaurea. 


ZTB9 

llATZONAL 

NORMS 

Grade  3 

3.7 

Grade  5 

5.7 

Grade  7 

7.7 

Grade  9 

9.4 

teat  waa  given,         uoa  w«»  ■  .SvU/fc'^v'jr*^-*^- —  r  ^ 
he  waa  tfeted  in  EFTe  %priM^.^<lm  c-rt  '*/ity  t|at  Joe 
did  better  then  average,-^^  pcm^nxmA  wl tb^?«i,  ^Jiir 
gradera  in  the  natic^fi^Lr^^  "l^n 


thm  GE  acelea  vary  between  aptoteata.    Do  not  aaaume 
that  aimilar  acorea  can  be  equated  directly. 

lar  GE  acorea  on  reading  and  mathematical  ajjx  

do  not  indicate  the  aaitie  level  of  perforpahce .  >0r 
exaaf)!*'  conaider  Joa  Doe,  who  obtainf«r •  GE 
4.3  on  the  vocabulary  aubteat.    Ia>t/ dorrect<^^to 
aay  that  hi*  vocabulary  haa  deveLi^«o       '"^  ^V* 
third  month  of  the  fourth  grflde7»Cj2oBt  emphatically 
not.    lefora  Joe 'a  acore  can  be  interpreted,  it 
muat  be  known  in  which  grade  Joe  wii.e-  whan  he  took  . 
the  teat  and  i«  which  montJV  of  the  achool  year  the 
teat  waa  given.    If  Joe  waa  a  tbAJ^;?*-*^*?^  ""^  ±1 

^,  jthird.^ 

Tnce  ibHthia  ^ 
Jroup'the  midian  af>^t6¥^cab\iX^  i*  I'lJ^'*".^ 
half  of  the  norm  €9^f^t%cbt»^'^  or  better)  .  Ia 
it  correct  to  ajty-^at  in  thia  caae  Joe  ia  ten  - 
montha  9X^%%^^^  hta-cJLaai  and  ahould  akip  a  grada 
(at  leaai^  vocabulary^?    Again,  the  anawar  !■  no. 
kuowa  how  fourth  grade  atudenti  would  have 
^w^^  on  thia  third  grade  teat  and  there  ii 
.      way  to  conpaxe  or  equate  Joe  *  a  vocabulary  to 
"that  of  fourth  gradera.    VOiat  i*  more,  although 
,CE'a  look  like  standard  acorea,  they  are  npt. 
^nce,  euch  interpretation  aa  "ten  monthe  ehead 
ia  quite  incorrect.    For  inatance,  becjuae  the 
i^lri^tion  of  t^r'onnance  on  vocabulary  ^ia  ao  much 
greater  than  that  on  mathematica,  let  ua  aay,»a 
d  of  4.7  on  a  math  lubteat  would  repreaent  a  much 
higher  atandard  by  national  norma  (which  for  math 
ia  aleo  3.7)  than  the  aame  acore  on  vocabulary. 

column  (S)  —  Stendard  Deviation,  aee  diacuaaion 
above,  column  <C)  • 
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STATE  OF  MARYLAND 


TABLE  2.     STATE  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD- 
AGE  SCORES  AND' ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE 
EQUIVALENT  SCPRESt  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE  + 
(CONTINUED) 

(SAME  AS:'  TABLE  2.  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVER- 
/  AGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN 

/  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY 

GRADE  +   . (CONTINUED) ) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

11) 

GRADE 

12) 

NUHIER  OF 

STUDENTS 
ENROLLED 

(p»ERCENT  OF  I 

vstudents  / 
\tested ^ 

NUMBER  OP 

SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

/T5T\ 
/  averaceX 
/  standard  \ 

I  ACE  J 
V  SCORE  / 
\^(SASI^ 

(4) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

/Jv£RAGe\ 
/   GRADE  \ 
(EQUIVALENT) 
V    SCORES  / 

\(GE)  y 

(0) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(41 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

5 

7 

72910 

240 

101.4 

14.41 

4.97 

. 

Z.IO 

f 

<  7 1 

/lahguage^ 

(    TOTAL  1 

3 

W085  / 

95.28  > 

V      879  / 

'''^^100..5> 

.    16.71  / 

'^'^'I.Ol  ^ 

V  1.21 

5 

717uf 

]  862  / 

101.5 

U6.58  f 

5.53  H 

7 

72980  \ 

88.88 

/  mo  I 

/  16.68  \ 

6.98 

/1. 85 

9 

72633  ^ 

85.51  ^ 

223  N 

^    102.1  > 

16.97  ^ 

8.^6  y 

^  2!o6 

1*1 

HATHEHATJCAL 
CONCEPTS 

 ^  ,  u_ 

1 

72*33 

•4.14 

223 

102.1 

14.97 

2.01 

l«l 

<i' 

1 

HATHIHATICAL 
PROlLiHS 

|-^—  1 

72433 

•4.77 

223 

102.1 

14.97 

l.fl 

(10J„— 

3 

5 

7  , 

9 

72633 

86.36 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

♦     Ste  qHAPTfeR  3f  #%0f$  4S-49*  ^OR  DBPlNltlON  OP  TERHS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILB. 
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EXPLANATION?  — ^  TABLE  2  (Continued) 
DEFINITIONS 

described  in  .detail  in  Appendix  F  of  this  report. 

Terms  used  in  Columns  (1)   through  (8)   are  defined  on  page  67. 


The  vocabulary  ahd  reading  cbrtprehension  data 
matical  total  data  (oh  the  opposite  page)  have  been  erl 
are  used  in  subsequent  analysis  >in  Tables ^2A  and  4. 


ILLUSTRATIONS 

(shown  on  page  66)  and  the  language  total  and  mathe- 
jited  in  bold  type  because  these  categories  of  data 


It  should  be  noted  that  language  total  and 
mathematical  total  are  not  ITBS  subtests  as  su<* , 
but  they  are  the  Wrages  of .  a  set  of  subtests. 
For  example:    At  the  Grade  9  level,  the  mathemati- 
cal  total  scorp  of  8.60  is  the  aver- 
/T  age  of  the  Grade  Equivalent  (GE) 

-     V'^^J  scores  listed  in  Column  7  in  Table  2, 

that  is  8. '74  in  mathematical  concepts 
and  8,41  in  mathematical  problems. 
Similarly,  at  the  Grade  7  level,  the^, 
language  total  score  of  6.98  is  the  sura 
of  the  language  usage  (6.97),  plus  the 

©three  scores  from  the  previous  Page  , 
spelling  (6.99),  capitalization  (7.02) 
and  punctuation  (6.86),  divided  by  four. 


Note  the  appreciable  decline  in 
"Percent  of  Students  Tested"  (Col- 
iimn  3)  .     Does  the  percent  tested  re- 
flect the  true  attendance  rate  for 
the  school  system?    What  are  the 
implications  of  the  problem  of  attend- 
ance at  the  secondary  levels?  Does 
~  a  student's  attitude  toward  school 

decline  over  the  time  ^spent  ,in  sch6ol? 
This  area  has  a  high  priority  for  future  research 
studies.^ 


0 


Note  that  the  ability  level  of  Maryland  students 
•t  .11  four  grade  level,  is  above  the  CAT  national  norm 
group  mean  of 

Grade  3 

Grade  5 

Grada  7 

Gfadtt  9 


o 


Observe  the  widening  gap  between  Maryland's 
performance  and  the  national  norm  group's  as  we 
move  up  the  grade  ladder.     For  exi^ple,  in^th® 
language  arts  skill  area,  the  average  Maryland 
third  grader  has  developed  at  the  first  month  of 
the  fourth  grade  ^4.01)  as  measured  by  the  ITBS 
-  subtests,  while  the  national  norm  group  of  third 
graders  was  at  the  seventh  month  of  the  third 
grade  (3.7)  as  measured  on  the  same  instruments. 
Thus,  Maryland  children  are  performing  about 
three  months  (+.31)   ahead  of  the  national  sample 
group  of  third  graders  in  language  arts  SKiii  ^ 
area.    However,  in  the  uppe|:  grades    Maryland  s 
performan-ce  in  language  arts  falls  below  that  of 
the  national  sample  groujS,  as  indicated  on  the 
following  table: 


MARYLAND 
OBSERVED 
SCORES 

ITBS 
NATIONAL 

NORMS 

/  • 

DIFFERENCE 

^4.01 

Grade  3 

3.7 

Plus  three  . 

months 

5.53  1 

Grade  5 

5.7 

Mi  nils  two 

months 

6.98 

1     '  Grade  7 

7.7 

Minus  seven  ^ 

months 

8.46  / 

Grade  9 

9.4 

Minus  one 

,  year  ^ 

What  does  this  gap  indicate?    What  are  the 
instruotional  implications  of  this  downward 
trend  in  performance?    Are  the  tests  a  better 
measure  of  our  elementary  curriculuri  than  they 
are  of  our  secondary  or  middle  school  curricula? 
Do  we  need  to  develop  better  assessmeiit  measures 
that  more  accurately  reflect  our  curriculum 
emphases?    The  development  of  improved  assessm^ent 
techniques  is  part  of  t>e  Action  Plan  for  the 
Assessment  Component  of  the  Maryland  Account- 
ability Program.     (See  Section  1.4;3  for  more 
details. 
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STATE  OF  MARYLAND 
TABLE  2A. 


(SAME  AS 


STATE  IeVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I    (1973-1974)  WITH 
Tm^'^.^^    (1974-1975)  DATA   IN  AVERAGE  "STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES ^+ 

TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I  (1973- 
1974rwiTH  YEAR   II    (1974-1975)   DATA  IW  AVERAGE  STANDARD 
AGE  SCORES  AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES  +) 


- 

GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

(  NONVERBAL   A  , 
I    ABILITY  J 

'3 

100.5^, 

;  5 

100  ^8 

101.5  • 

7,; 

101.4 

Q 

102.1  ) 

VOCABULARY 

3 

 S  

5 

5.25 

-  5.25 

 ^ 

7 

g 

*     8.60  , 

8M 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.57 

3.63 

5 

7 

— ^ 

9 

LANGUAGE 
»    TOTAL  ^ 

3 

'3.g3 

1.01  •  ' 

5 

7 

g 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL., 

3 

5 

7 

-r — ^ 

g 

8.72 

8.60 

/ 


/ 


/ 


\ 


*     FOR  ?n?eJpr%?;ng*?^?s't°a"b'2:E."'  ""'^"'"^         TERMS  AND  SPE^tAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
ilpS?  "uSES^pS^S^AT^yONi"'"  '  " 
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EXPLANATION 


TABLE  2A 


Thi«  table  provides  •  comparison  of  the  performance  of  the  State  of  Maryland  (or  of  a  local 
•chool  system)  on  a  set  of  subteata  in  Year  I  (1973-74)  with  it»  performance  on  ihm  same  .subteata  in 
Year  II  M9 74-75)  .     The  five  categoriea  of  data  that  appear  here  were  drawn  from  preceding  Tablea  2  or 
this  ye^'a  report  and^from  Tablea  2  of  the  HAP  Report,  1974-75, 


DEFINITIONS  > 

/  A  detailed  deacription  of  the 
ini^rumenta  used  to  meaaure  non- 
verbal ability  and  academic  achieve- 
ta$nt  if  contained  in  Appendix  F  of 
this  reports 


ILLUSTRATIONS 

Three  cautions  need  to  be  raised  at  the  outset  of  this  dis- 
cussion of  Table  2A  datat     first,  it  is  important  to  note  that 
the  acores  reported  for  Year  I  and  Year  II  are  from  <iifferent 
student  .populations;  second,  simple  positive  or  negative  diffei?- 
ences  in  themselves  may  not  be  significant;  and  third,  inter- 
pretationa  of  Tablea  2A  should  be  made  with  reference  to  Sec- 
tion 4.1.1^  State  Level  Table  2A, 


Standard  Age  Score  (SAS) , 
is  derived  from  the 

i 

Cognitive  Abilities 
Test  (CAT) ,  Nonverbal 
Battery,  Form  1,  1971 
edition. 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 
(SAS) 

GRAPE  3 

C^Qk  9 

'  99.6 
102.2 

to  100.5 
to  102.1 

+  •9 

-.1 

Vocabulary,  reading  com- 
prehension, language  total 
and  mathematical  total  are 
derived  from  the  Iowa  T^ts 
of  Basic  Skills  (ITBSfT 
Form  5,  1971  edition,  and 
they  are  reported  in  terms 
of  Grade  Equivalent  (GE) 
scores.     (See  page  67, 
Column  (7)   for  more  detaila 
on  GE.) 


As  the  accompanying  sample  of  state  level  data  illustrates # 
ability  level,  or  SAS,  has  changed  over  the  two  years.  Host 
notably,  at  the  Grade  3  level,  there  has  been  an  increase  of 
nine-tenths  of  a  point,  and  at  the  Grade  9  lev^:^!,  there  has 
been  a  decrease  of  one-tenth  of  a  point. 

These  changes  in  the  ability  level  of  the  Year  1%  popula- 
tion raises  several  interesting  questions  as  we  consider  achieve* 
ment  changes  in  the  four  ITBS  skilX  areas: 

(a)     Was  there  a  "real"  'decline  at  the  Grade  9  level 
in  mathematical  total  and  vocabulary? 


(b) 


Similarly,  was  there  a  "real"  increase  at  the 
Grade  3  level  in  reading  comprehension  and 
language  total? 


(c)     How  should  we  interpret  the  stable  performance  in 
vocabulary,  in  Grade  5  over  the  two  years? 

'  From  an  analysis  of  the  state  level  data,  which  is  provided 
ifi  Chapter  4,  Section  4.1.1,  opposite  Table  2A,  it  can  be  re- 
ported: ^ 

<a)     The  observed  decreases  in  mathematical^^total  and  ^ 
vocabulary,  at  the  Grade  9  level  are  significant 
decreases,  even  when  the  drop  in  SAS  at  the  Grade  9 
level  i*  taken  into  account;  r' 

(b)  It  is  easy  to  conclude  that  the  observed  increases 
in  reading  comprehension  (plus  .6  6r  little  over 
half  a  month)  and  language  total  (plus  .8,  or  almost 

y    ^         a  mon^)  at  the  Grade  3  level  are  significant;  how- 
ever, because  of  the 'Concomitant  rise  in  SAS  for 
Grade  3,  those  positive  difference  values  are 
washed  out; 

0 

(c)  After  adjusting  Grade  5  on  the  basis  of  the  increase 
in  SAS,  the  5.25  GE  score  in  vocabulary  becomes  less 
than  the  previous  year's  maan  score. 

While  the  data  mAy  suggest  many  Relationships,  it  is  im- 
portant to  emphasize  that  several  years,  at  least  five,  of 
data  need    to  be  collected  before  upward  or  downward  fluctua- 
tions can  be  meaningful  interpreted.    The  present  data  (Year  I. 
and  Year  II)  ,  constitute  only  a  single  observation  of  differ- 
ence.    It  will  be  necessary  to  carefully  monitor  these  flucta- 
tTorts  and  begin  to  systematically  investigate  the  areas  of 
continuous  discrepancy  —  whether  they  be  of  a  positive  or  of 
a  negative  nature.     (See  discussion  of  state  level  Table  2A  in 
Section  4.1.1  for  more  detail). 
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SAMPLE  COUNTY   (SCHOOL  A-SCHOOL  H) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL'--  COMMUNITY  AHD  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


TOTAL  NO, 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPERIENCE 

TEACHER 
{5) 

adm'in. 

16) 

y^ACH^ 

f 

ADMIN. 

f8) 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN  ^ 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

(  (10)  J 

AeDI AN 
£DUCA- 
TLOAL  OF 

/<otheX 

(  (11)  ] 

MEDIAN 

Family 

INCJQME 

/T$)  \ 

SCHOOL  NAME 


GRADf{> 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 


TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 


PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 
DAILV^ 

[ncI 
(^) 


PERCENT 
STAFF 


r  ADC 
(9)' 


SCHOOL  A 


K-6  214        22.5        97.0  8.5         1.0  18.1     23.5        68.4  3.4  15.2  29t967 


SCHOOL  1 


K-6  306     «  19.2        95.5  15.0    '     1^0  14.2     18.0        54.1B  2.1'  14. S  20.419 


*  SCHOOL  C 


P-6  687         19.6        89.0  33.0         2.0.  8.1     21.6        17.1  36.4  8.2  6t612 


SCHOOL  D 


K-6  574        23.6        94.2  24.0         1.0  9.5     31.0        24.0,         17.5  10.8  •#475 


FICTICIOUS  DATA 


SCHOOL  E 


K-6  752         21.5        94.9  33.0         2.0        1Q.4      34. a        3.1.4  2.6  11.7  lltlS3 


SCHOOL  F 


SCHOOL  G 


SCHOOL  H 


K-6  589  16.4 


K-6  422  21.3 


K~6  574  20.3 


37.8        22.2  47.2  9.0  9f7^6 


24.0        20.2  5,4  12.5  14/261 


11.6         20.5  4.5  12.4  12t976 


EXPLANATION  —  TABLE  3 


Coirmunity  and  Public  School  Resources  Prof  i  Ic  information  precedes  the  t*blco  on  ability  and  achieve- 

M*nt  teit  xesults  on  the  individual  school  leypl        did  the  otate  and  cchool  system  Icveli  Profile  information. 

In  thii  way,  community  and  school  factors  cai*  be  taken  into  account  by  thfi  reader  as  the  tables  on  ^ility  and  • 
«chi«vement  test  data  are  examined. 

This  table  summarizes  having  basic  school  community  charscteristica  as  of  September  1974' for  each 
eligible  school   (having  Grade  3  and/or'  5  and/cyr  7  and/or  9)   in  a  local  school  system.     School  characteriatics 
data  (Columns   (l)-(9))  are  supplied  from 'Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  publications.  Community 
characteristics  data  for  School  Age  Children  (Columns   ( 10) - ( 11) - ( 12) )  are  supplied  by  Applied  Urbahetlcs,  Inc., 
w|lich  updated  ESEA  Title  I  statistics  from  the  1970  Census  data.  #  " 

Tables  on  individual  school  level  —  Tables  3  and  4  • —  should  be  treated  as  -a  set  of  intact  data  for 
each  individual  school,     gach  set  of  tables  is  indexed  with  the  schools  covered  in. that  set.  of  tables,  e.g., 
Allegany  County  (Barton  -  Mount  Royal).     All  schools  are  arranged  alphabetically  within  three  major  divisional 
elementary,  middle  combined  and  secondary.  >  * 


DEFINITIONS 

Column  (1)      GRADE  ORGANIZATION » 

The  grade  span  for  an  individual  school. 

Column  (2)     TOTAL  SCHOOL  ENROLLMENT: 

The  number  erf  pupila  on  the  current  roll  of  a  school  so  of 
September  30,  1974. 

Column  (3)      PUPIL/STAFF  RATIO t 

Number  of  pupils  enrolled  (9/30/74)  di\flded  by  number  of  school- 
level  professional  staff  (school  level  professional  staff  in- 
cludes school  level  administrators,  teachers,  department  heads, 
guidance  counselors,  libraries,  and  therapists.) 

Column   (4)      PERCENT  AVERAGE  DAILY  ATTENDANCE i 

The  sum  of  the  days  present  of  all  students  when  school  is  actu- 
ally in  session  divided  by  the  number  of  days  school  is  in  ses- 
sion, expressed  as  a  percent. 

Coliimn  (5)     TOTAL  NUMBER  TEACHERS: 

Total  number  of  school  level  professional  staff,  excluding 
school,  level  administrators,  expressed  in  full-time  equl- 
valttntft.     (School  level  administrators  include  principals,  vice 
principals  and  administrative  assistants.) 

Column  (6)      TOTAL  NUMBER  ADMINISTRATORS: 

Number  of  school 'level  professional  staff  who  are  primarily 
engaged  in  activities  which  have  as  their  purpose  the  general 
regulation,  directipi^,  and  control  of  the  affairs  of  a  school, 
expressed  In  full-time  equivalents. 

Column   (7)      AVERAGE  YEARS  TEACHING  EXPERIENCE: 

Total  years  of  teaching  experience  of  school  level  professional 
staff,  excluding  schools  level  administrators,  divided  by  total 
number  of  school  dovel  professional  staff,  excluding  school 
lev«l  administrator*^ 

'  Column   (8)     AVERAGE  YEARS  ADMINISTRATOR  EXPERIENCE! 
Total  years  of  administrative  and/or  teaching  experience,  of 
school  li|ve«l  administrators,  divided  by  total  number  of  school 
levttl  admirMs t rators . 

Column  (9)      PERCENT  STAFF  MASTER'S  DEGREE  OR  ABOVE: 
Number  of  #chool  level  professional  staff  with  Master's  Degree 
qx  above  ^divided  by  total  number  of  school  level  professional, 
•iaff,  expressed  as  a  percent. 

ColuMn  tlO)    PERCENT  DISADVANTAGED: 

R«f«rs  to'  the  percent  pf  children  shown  to  be  from  poor  families, 
uaing  the  Orshansky  Index  of  poverty.     The  Orshansky  Index  is 
baasd'on  size  of  family,  farm  or  nonfarm  residence,  sex  of  family 
heed,  and  family  income.     This  figure  is  from  the  1970  Censua, 
Fourth  Count . 

Column  (11)  Median  education  of  mother: 

llafers  to  median  aducation  level  of  females  who  are  25  year*  of 
age  or  older. 

Column  (12)   KEDXAN  FAMILY  INCOME  ($) t 

Rttfars  to  the  amount  which  divides  the  distribution  of  total 
ntanber  of  families  in  two  equal  groupa,  one  having  incomes  above 
thm  midpoint  and  the  other  having ^incomes  below  the  midpoint. 


ILLUSTRATIONS 

Attention  is  invited  tO  the  inter- 
relationships between  the  resource  data, 
provided  in  Table  3,  which  individually 
and  collectively,  have  bc*cn  shown  to  in-, 
fluence  student  achievement.     For  oj^ample: 


State  analysis  and^^esear 
in  the  literature  demonstrate 
is  a  strong  relationship  bq^tw 
economic  Status  (SES)  variable 
these  kinds  and  scholastic  apt 
ability  to  do  school  work.  Th 
when  there  is  a  high  Incidence 
advantaged  or  low  measures  of 
wealth 'and/or  education,  aptit 
achievement  of  the  students  ca 
dieted  to  be  low. 

Notice  that  the  resource  levels  vary 
substantially  among  Individual  schools 
within  the  same  system,  e.g.,  from 
2.1  percent  to  4  7.2  percent  disadvantaged, 
from  8.2  years  tc  15.2  years  education 
of  mother,   from  G5,796  to  $29,967  medisn 
family  income. 
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These  ar^  measures  of  the  character- 
istics of  school  level  professional  staff: 
the  length  of  experience  (Column  7) ,  has 
possible  implications  for  program  cost 
analysis,  as  well  as  for  impact  on  the 
instruct lonal  program;  and  the  academic 
credontrlal   (Column  9)   is  a  proxy  measure 
for  an  individual's  knowledge  of  his  field 
or  subject  matter. 
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Where  the  attendance  dips  below  90 
'percent  (as  a  reasonable  standard) ,  the 
question  of  whether  the  lack  of  student 
attendance  is  indicative  of  an  attitude 
towards  school  in  general,  and  whether 
this  attitude  and  the  concomitant  reduc- 
tion in  the  time  a  student  io  exposed  to 
school  instruction  is  reflected  in  test 
scores,   (see  Tabic  4),  needs  further  in- 
vestigation. 


SAMPLE  COUNTY  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  < SCHOOL  A-SCHOOL  H) 


TABLE  4.  SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARE!/  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL  ■ 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SKILL  ARC<iS 


GRAOC  AvCRAGI 
S^AS 


LANO 

6E  y  Vnorm 


RCAOING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


irFr»\  AVERA&C*^MARY»       l^IFFER-  AVEpAGE  HaBY- 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LANO 
NORM 


MATMEMAJICAi^  tOTAL  - 
diFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY 


ENCE 


tANO 
NORM 


OTFFER- 
ENCE 


SCHOOL  A 


SCHOOL  1 


SCHOOL  C 


SCHOOL  S 


SCHOOL  E 


SCHOOL  P 


SCHOOL  6 


SCHOOL  H 


lie. I     TTTr     6.75  *T7T 

G) 


jiiij)  (Zi^  CaD 

6.4g  5.95 


90*5  2.25  2.92 
•9.t       3.94  4.22 


9V3  3-76  2.^97 
94.x       4. 17^  4.60 


X03.4  3.40  3.75 
i05.3      5.5i  5.59 


88.4  2.26  2.79 

87.5  3.35  4.04 


94.9  3.6?  9. 16 
iOO.4       4.70  4.95 


iOO.7  3»68  3.57 
i04.4       5.79  9.50 


-•35 

-.oi- 


-.S3  . 
-.69 


♦.46 
-.25 


♦.29 


4.70 

4.62 

.08 

4.90 

5.00 

-.10 

4.30 

4.50 

-;20 

7.00 

6.70 

.30 

7.00 

6.92 

♦.08 

6.60 

6.63 

-.23 

f 

4.80 

4.44 

.36  c» 

4.90 

4.81 

♦.09 

4.50 

4.34 

'■♦•.16 

.6.10 

5.96 

.14 

6.20 

6.19 

♦.01 

6.60 

6.13 

♦.47 

2.44 

2.96 

.52 

2.76 

3.35 

-.59 

2.63 

3.06 

-.43 

4.02 

4.30 

.28 

4.3i 

4.55 

-.24 

4.42 

4.57 

2.74 

3. OX 

.27 

3.6X 

3^40 

♦.21 

2.96 

3.11 

7^15 

4.63 

4.6J  ' 

.04 

5.40 

4.91 

♦  .49 

4.96 

4.91 

A. 05 

FICTICIOUS  DATA 


3.38  3.8> 
5.63  5.61 


2.50  2.82 
3«98  4.13 


3.64  3.24 
4.92  5.12 


3.72  3*66 
4.25  5.65 


.45 

.02 


.24 
.15 


.40 
.20 


.04 
.40 


3.54 
5.42 


2.87 
3.59 


3.82 

4.90 


4*10 
4*53 


4.21  -.67 
5.85  -.43 


3.21  -.34 
4.39     -.80  • 


3.62  ^.20  y^3.48 
5.34    -.44  5.05 


♦     SEC  CHAPTER  3i  PAGES  74-T5>  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERHSf  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACQOHpaNYING  "DI FFERf NCE" 
AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  *'DI FFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  ThU  tABLE . 
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ZLLUSTRXTZOfj  OF  RCGJIKSSZON  ANALYSZfi  FROCXOURI  USED  IN  GXNERATING 
T}IE  K^RYLMfO  NORM 


GE 


4.S2 


0 


SaiOOL  A 


J 


^^^^ 

J 


22)  /  : :.  ..  ••     •  ' 


IBM 


0 
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I 
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) 


J  :/      Pr«dict«d  GI  ficor* 
0b««rv«d  GX  Score  - 


liAB 


EXPLANATION 


TABLE  4 


This  tabls  preienti  a  itatiitical  compar 
ana*  of  ITBS  and  the  achievement  of  other  ichools 
laivel  of  nonverbal  ability.  Data  are  presented  fb 
individual  schooli  within  th«  systein  having  Gradea 
aggregated;  and  (2)  each  such  individual  school  wi 
Mnt  data  presented  in  the  tables  of  this  report  a 
Ko  data  on  individual  students  or  individual  class 
taa  collected  its  own  data  On  individual  students 
or  pppil  appraisal  and  reported  by  grade  for  each 


DEFINITIONS 

A  detailed  description  of  the  in* 
•trunant  used  to  measure  nonverbal 
ability  and  academic  achiovemfent  is 
contained  in  Appendix  F  of  this^  reports 

•  Vocabulary ,  readi ng  com' 
prehensio^n,  language  total 
and,  mathematical  total  arc 
derived  from  the  Iowa  Tos^s 
Of  Basic  Skills,  Form  5, 
1971  edition,  and  thoy  arc 
reporting  in  terms  of  Grade 
Equivalent  (GE)   scores . 
(See  page  61,  Column  (7)/ 
for  More  details  on  GE.) 

•  Nonverbal  ability,  or 
Standard  Age  Score  (SAS) , 
is  derived  from  the  Cogni- 
tive Abilities  Test,  Non- 
verbal Battery,  Form  1, 
1971  ^edition.  Average 
SAS  is  computed  by  grade 
for  €he  individual  school. 

e    GE  scores  are  derived 
frOM  the  Iowa  Tests  of 

Basic  Skills,  Form  5, 
1971  edition.     The  GE 
of  a  given  raw  score  on 
any  test  indicates  the 
grade  level  at  which 
the  typical  pupil  makes 
this  raw  score. 

Average  GE  is  the  aver- 
age G£  score  computed 
for  a  skill  area,  auch 
as  vocabulary  or  read- 
ing comprehension,  by 
grade  for  the  individual" 
school.     (See  p.   7  6  for 
the  School  Grade  Equiva- 
lent Averages  in  the 
ITBS  national  norm  group\ } 

•  Maryland  norm  is  the  pre- 
dicted OE  for  a  school, 
taking  into  account  the 
average  SAO  for  that 
school  and  the  relation- 
ship between  0\Q  and  GE 
found  in  the  Maryland 
data. 

•  Difference  is  the  result 

of  eubtraoting  an  obser- 
ved average  GE  score 
froM  the  Maryland  norm. 


ison  between  a  specific  school's  i^hievement  in  four  skill 
in  Maryland  where  grades  have  the  same  average  tested 

r:     (1)   th<j  local  school  system,  for  which  results  from 
3,  5,  7,  and  9  (excluding  special  education  schools)  are 

thin  the  system.     The  nonverbal  ability  and  academic  achieve 

re  based  on  the  average  score  made  by  a  grade  in  a  school. 

rooms  were  collected  by  the  state.     Each  local  school  sys- 

and  classrooms  in  relationship  to  its  own  needs  for  program 

school  for  the  MAP  Report. 

ILLUSTRATIONS 


Ona  of  the  activities  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Pro- 
gram (MAP)   is  to  investigate  ihe  relationship  between  the 
Standard  Ago  Scores   (an  input  referred,  to  as  SAS) ,  and  the 
GE  scores   (an  output) .     In  order  to  learn  the  strength  of  this 
link  a  regression  analysis  was  performed  on  the  data.  (See 
Appendix  E  for  description  of  this  statistical  procedure.) 

Table  4,  an  individual  school's  average  GE  is  compared  to 
a  Maryland  norm  for  that  school.     The  actual  obtained  average 
GE*s  for  the  schools  are  listed  in  the  Column  headed  "Average 
GE**,  and  by  a  simple  subtraction  of  this  number  from  the  Mary- 
land norm  for  that  school   (Column  "Maryland  Norm")   the  numbers 
listed  in  the  "difference"  column  can  be  obtained.     Of  course, 
those  differences  can  bo  positive,  zero,  or  negative,  depend- 
ing on  whether  the  obtained  GE  was  Ibigher,  the  same  as,  or 
lower  than  the  Maryland  norm. 


1  Average  I  f  Maryland  1 

I      GE      y  y    Norm  / 


How  is  the  Maryland  norm  dei'lved?    Taking  two.  achoola  at 
Grade  3  level  that  have  a  respective  average  SAS  scores  of 

115.3  (School  A)  and  112 , 5  -(School  B\ ,  the  regrooalon  ^ 
equation  permits  the  computation  of. a  predicted  score  value 
in  a  specific  skill  area,  otich  as  vocabulary;  4.52  for 
School  A  and  4.34  for  School  D,  baflod  on  their  roapcctlve 
SAS  scores  and  the  relationship  botyjoon  the  SAS  and  vocobul-  > 
'ary  GE  scores  found  in  the  Maryland  data.     By  subtracting 
the    observed  GS  of  each  school   (4.30,  School  A)  (4.70, 
School  B)   from  the  expected  GE  score,  a  difference  score  re" 
suits  —  for  School  A,  -.22  and  for  School  D  +.36.    (See  p.  74.) 

The  amount  of  difference  (residual),  positive  or  nogatixfo,, 
should  not  bo  intorprotod  os  a  direct  rroasuro  of  the  ochool's 
effectiveness  or  inof focti voncoo .     Uy  the  vury  nature  ^ot  the 
analysis,  half  the  schools  will  have  positive  residuals  and 
the  other  half  will  have  negative  residuals.     In  fact,  the 
average  residual  of  the  state  is   .00  on  all  subtests.  (Sec 
Chapter  1,  Section  1.5.2  for  more  details.) 

What  doca  the  asterisk  (•)  mean  in  Table  47    The  MAP  Re- 
port has  adopted  the  practice  of  placing  a^i^risks  by  those 
schools  whose  residuals  are  extreme.     To  he  more  precise,  the 
top  2.5  percent  of  the  schools  having  positive  residuals  were 
asterisked.     Similarly,  the  bottom  2.5  percent  of  schools  with 
negative  residuals  wore  asterisked.     Thus,  in  total,  5.0  per- 
cent of  all  Maryland  schools  received  asterisks  and  thereby 
form  the  two  extreme  ends  of  the  residual  distribution. 


DISTRIBUTION  0^  RESIDUALS  FOR  VOCABULARY  GE*fl,  GRADE  3 


It  is  appropriate  to  interpret  these  astarisked  residuals  as 
extreme,  if  only  by  definition.     Aa  such  thoy  function  as 
promising;  indicators  of  where  procoss  evaluation  might  boat 
begin.     No|:o  the  intGrrolatlonohipa  between  tho  three  ele- 
■ants  of  Maryland's  evaluation  model* discussed  in  Section  1.5. 
Assessment  output  measures  are  regressed  against  inputs,  and 
the  reeulta  are  used  as  road  signs  toward  process  evaluatipn. 


03 


75 


\      EXPLANATION  ~  TABLE  4  (Continued) 

SCHOOL  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  AVERAGES  IN  THE  ITBS 
NATIONAL  NORM  GROUP 

a 

The  chart  below  provides  more  precise  information  about- 
thB  medians  by  grade  and  skill  area,  for  school  averages  in  the 
national  norm  group:  ^ 


lUmge  for  Medians  of  School  Grade  Equivalent 
Averages  in  the  National  Norm  Group  (ITBS)i^ 


Vocab- 
ulary 


Reading 
Compre- 
hension 


Language 
Total 


Mathe- 
matical 
Total 


3rd  grade 

3.7  -  3.8 

3.8  -  3.9 

3.9 

3.7  -  3.8 

5th  grade 

5.7  -  5.8 

5.8  -  5.9 

5.8  -  5.9 

5.7  -  5.8 

7th  grade 

7.6  -  7.7* 

7.7  -  7.8 

7.7  -  7.8 

7.7  -  7.8 

9th  grade 

9.3  -  9.4 

9.3  -  9.4 

9.4 

9.4  -  9.5 

4=      Schools  below  dthe  range  would  rank  with  the  lower  50  percent 
of  'schools  nationally,  and  schools  above^the  range  would  rank 
•  with  thfe  upper  30  percent-  o€  schools  nationally. 

The  following  chart  is  designed  to  assist  the  reader  £o 
identify  th,e  general '  location  of  a  particular  school's  achieve- 
ment in  relation  to  tHe^national  distribution  of  school  averages 
by  grade  and  skill  area..  .  ^  •         o  * 


Ringifi  of  School  Xvorago  GE's  Which  Would  Include 
Approximately  the  Middle  40  Percent  of  the  Nationai 
*  Distribution  of  School  Averages  (ITBS)+* 


Vdcab- 
ulary 


Reading 
CQinpre- 
hansion 


Language 
Total 


Mathe- 
matical 
Total 


3rd  grade 

3.5^-  4.0 

3.6  -  4.1 

3.6  -  4.2 

If 

1   ^ 

3.5  -  4^.0 

5t\i  grade 

5.4  -  6.1 

5.5  -  6.2 

5.4  -  6.2 

5.4  -  6.1 

7th  grade 

7.3  -  8.1 

7.4  -  8.2 

7.3  7  Q.2 

.  7.4  ^  8.1 

9th  grade 

8.9  -  9.8 

%.0  -  9.8 

8.9  -  9.9 

9.1  -  9.8 

4=4= 


Schools  below  the  range  would  rank  with  the  lower  30  percent 
if.^- :     of  schools  nationally  and  schools  above 'the  irange  would  rank 
•      '^with  the  upper  30  percent  of 'schools  nationally. 
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Chapter  ^ 


MARYLAND  ACCOUNTABILITY 
ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


Introduction 

Presented  in  this  chapter  is  information  related  to 
results  of  the  Assessment  Component,  Maryland  Accountability 
Program  (MAP),   for  school  year  1974-75.     The  statewide  assess- 
ment oroaram  is  organized  so  that  accountability  information  is 
provided  for  the  three  levels  of  public  education  in  Maryland: 
stat^  level,  system  level,  and  school  level. 

The  first  section* of  Chapter  4  focuses  on  a 
discussion  and  presentation  of  State  Level  — 
Accountability  Assessment  Information-. 

State  of  Maryland  Narrative  Report^ 

A.  Development  of  School  Level  Objectives: 
School  Year  1974-75  ' 

B.  Accountability  Assessment  Results  at 
/      the  State  level 

State  of  Maryland  Assessment  Results  > 

\  Table  1.     State  Level  —  Community  and 

Public  School  Resources  Profile 

^     Table  2.     State  Level  —  Nonverbal  Ability 
in  Average  Standard  Age  Scores  and  Academic. 
Achievement  in  Average  Grade  Equivalent 
Scores,  by  Skill  Area  and  by  Grade  Scores 

Table  2A.     State  Level  —  Comparison  of 
Year  I   (1973-74)   with  Year  II  (1974-75) 
Data  in  Average  Standard  Age  Scores  and 
^^""^^      Average  Standard  Grade  Equivalent  Scores  ^ 

•        The  second  section  of  this  chapter  is  subdivided 
into  twenty-four  parts,  one  for  each  Local  Educa- 
tion Agency,  and  contains. Local  School  System 
Level  —  Accountability  Assessment  Information. 


'^This  material  was  prepared  and  submitted  for  publication  in  the 
MAP  Report;   1974-75,   by  the  Accountability  Section,  Division  of 
'Researt:h,  Evaluation,  and  Information  Systems,  Maryland  State 
Department  of  Education,  November  1975. 
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School' System  Narrative  Reports^ 

^  A.     Present  Status  of  Accountability  Program 

B.     ^ocal  Assessment  Activities 

Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment 
Results 

D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit 
Improvement  of  Program  Services 

F.  '  Local  Education  Agency  General  Comments 

(Optional) 

School  System  Assessment  Results 

Table  1.     System  Level  —  Community  and 
Public  School  Resources  Profile 

Table  2.     System  Level  -^--^  Nonverbal  Ability 
.    in  Average  Standard  Age  Scores  and  Academic 
Achievement  in  Average  Grade  Equivalent 
Scores,  by  Skill  Area  and  by  Grade  Scores 

Table  2A,     System  Level  —  Comparison  of 
Year  I    (1973-74)  with  Year  II  (1974-75) 
Data  in  Average  Standard  Age  Scores  and 
Average  Standard  Grade  Equivalent  Scores 

Individual  School  Assessment  Results 

Tablets,     School  Level  —  Community  and 
Public  School  Resources  Profile 

Table  4.     School  Level  —  School  leverage 
Grade  Equivalent  Scores/  by  Skill  Area, 
Compared  with  Maryland  Norms,  Based  on 
School  Average  Standard  *Age  Scores 


To  as^sist  the'  reader  in  the  use  and  understanding  of 
the  MAP  assessment  data  and  tabl-es,  a  new  chapter  entitled  "How 
to  Use  the  Maryland  Accountability  program  Report"  has  been 
added  to  this  year's  report.     Definition  of  terms,  sources  of 
data,  explanation  of  special  elements  and  syinbols,  ^uch  as  - 
the  asterisk  (*)>  and  instructions  for  interpreting  the  tables 
are  provided  in  Chapter  3,  pp.  60-7  5. 


^This  material  was  prepared  and  submitted  for  publication  in  the 
MAP  Report,  1974-^75,  by  eaph  Local  Education  Agency,  September 
197  5.  ^ 
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4.1 


STATE  LEVEL  — ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORKATION 


Introduction  .  r 

This  narrative  section  ^.focuses  on  two  activities^ 
\     The  first  part  provides  a  status  report  on  one  component^  of  the 
.  Maryland  Accountability  Program,  *the  development  of  obje.otives 
at  the  school  level.     Thia  important  educational  task  comprised 
the  ma jor  ,accountabiiity  activity  other  than  testing  during 
school  year  1974-75,  and  was  the  culmination  of  a  process  that  ^ 
had  been  initiated  in  school  year  1972-73  in  compliance  with  the 
Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act.      (See  Appendix  A.)  The 
second  part  contains  an  analysis  of  the  state  level  results  o5 
the  Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  Program,  1974-75. 
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A 4 ,  Development  of  School  Level  Objectives:     School  Year 

1974-75      T         ^  I 

Background 

\»  '  ''For  many  years  previous  to  the  accountability  movement, 

the  goals  of  education  were  implied  but  seldom  specified.  Obvi- 
,  ously,  mastery  of  the  basic  skills  for  literacy  has  always  been 
a  goal,  but  many  other  areas  of  concern  to  citizens  and  educators* 
have  not?  cons;istently  had  goals  which  were  clearly  identified. 
TJhe.  Maryland  IJducational  Accountability  Act  calls  for  goals  and 
objectives  to  be  specified  on  the  state  school  level,  the  local 
^oschool  level,  and  the  individual  sclvool  level.     Before  measure-  <5 
•  able  objectives  can  be  written,  the  more  general  goals  of  educa- 
tion must  be  determined. 

The  State  Plan  for  Educational  Accountability,  adopted 
by  the  State  Board  of  Education,  called  for  the  State  Advisory 
Committee  on  Accountability  to  recommend' state  goals  in  education 
by  JXine  197)3.,^  4  Previously ,  a  statewide  needs  assessment  study  had 
been  conducted  to  determine  what  general  goals  the  public  at 
large  rtad  for  public  education  in  Maryland.     The  State  Advisory  *^ 
Committee  for  Accountability  worked  intensively  with  three  goals 
^''^  committees.     These  state/local  goals  committees  were  composed  of 

ciurriculum  specialists  in  the  three  basic  skill  areas:  reading, 
^    *   writing*,  and  mathematics.     Together  they  drafted,  redrafted,  and  ^ 
^  »  fina^i'ly. ..agreed  upon  the  -Statewide  Goals  in  Reading,  VJriting,  and 

Matn0matic;3  /  which  were*  recommended  tq  and  approved  by  the  State 
^      *    Board  of  Education  on  June  20,  1973.      (§©e  Appendix  B.) 

^  During  the  1973-74  school  year,  the  inaugural  year  of 

#  i|||e  Maryland  Accountability  Program  (MAP),  'each  Local  Education 
^    Agency   (LEA)  was  required  to  develop  system  goals  in  the  three 

basic  skill  hreas  which  conformed  to  the  fram.ework  of,  statewide  \^ 
V  goals.     The  outcome  of  this  activity  was  described-  in  the  nar-  <y 

\,  rativo  reports  pifecedirtg  each  system's  assessment  data  in  Chapter 
>  4  of  the  first  Maryland'^Accountability^  Program  Report,  School 

Year,  1973-74, 

.   :  

't.  *  *  * 

'  ^       ;  -    Development  of  School  Level  Objectives 

As  of  September  1^75,  all  regular  Maryland  schools 
have  established  school  level  objectives  in  the  basic  skill 
,  areas.     Thje  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Law,  as  indi- 
cated by  comments  of  the  Local  Coordinators  of  Accountability 
(LCA) ,  such  as  the  examples  below,  has  had  a  very  definite  and 
potentially  positive  influence  on  activities  related  to  the 

•  ;  estjEtblishment  of  goals  and  objectives. 
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•  Beginning  efforts  to  implement  the  law  have  / 
had  an  influence  on  the  following:     (1)  Goals 
and  objectives  at  the  system  level  and  at  the 
school  level  have  become  less  general  in  nature • 
When  goals  and  objectives  have  beeh^stated  in 
more  recent  years  /  there  has  bfeep  a  degree  of 

•  specificity  inherent  that  heretofore  was  not 
evident •  ^  (2)'   Goals  and  objectives  have  become 
more  student  oriented,  the  most  important  out- 
come  of  a  course  or  a  progrcun.  being  what 
students  obtain  from  their  course  involve- 
ment,     (3)     The  formal  evaluation  of  goals  and 
objectives' has  been  re-emph';asized.    The  evalu-. 
ative  dimension  of  the  process,  of  course 
(development  as  well  as  implementation  ancl,  re- 
finement is  being  emphasized  and  required  to 
an  extent  not  evident  in  the  past,-^  ' 

<^ 

•  This  process  met  th6  intent  of  the  Superin- 
tendent of  Schdols  to  give  major  emphasis. to 
establishing  school  objfectives  in. view  of 
their  fundcunental  importance  in  giving  di- 
rection to  the  development  of  instructional 
progr^s  .  ^  ^  .  ' 

Diwiaag  the  past  year,  each  LEA  established  a  mechanism 
to  review  the  school  developed  objectives.     These  procedures 
varied  among  LEA's  from  the  assignm.ent  of  one  prof essional  in  a 
system  tb  the  establishment  of  skill  area  task  forces  in  the 
three  basic  areas. .  Description  and  coinmentary  on  the  specific 
procedures  utilized  by  the  24  individual  systems  -is  provided 
in  the  Netrrative  Reports  on  School  Level  Goals  and  Objectives , 
which  was  ^prepared  by  each  accountability  coordinator  this  past 
September.     A  volume^that  includes  these  local  narratives,  as 
well  as  complementary  materials  relating  to  the  formulation  of 
school  level  objectives,  has  been  assembled  at  the  Maryland  « 
State  Department  of  Education,  Division  of  Research,  Evaluation 
and  Information  Systems,  Accountability  Section. 

Over  the  past  two  years,  a  large  percent  of  the  inser- 
vice  and  prof essional  days  for  staff  furnished  by  the  various 
lea's  has  been  devoted  to  t%e>task  of  developing  objectives  at 


1  Narrative  Reports  on  Setting  School"  Level  Objectives,  School 
Year  1974-75 , ^Maryland  State  Department  of  Education,  Diyision 
of  Research,  Evaluation  and  Information  Systems,  September 
1975.  , 

^   Ibid.  . 
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the  school  level.     Administrative  and  supervisory  sta#f  have 
arranged  nimerous  workshops  directly  related  to  the  formulation  |L 
and  construction, of  behavioral  objectives.     The  Narrative  Re- 
ports  indicate  that  the  quality  of  the  output  from  the  individual 
schools  varies* within  a  system^  from  school  to  school,  and  across 
systems.     Similarly,  it  was  noted  that  some  LEA's  utilized  sys- 
tematic or  centralized  approaches,  e.g.:     critical  path  manage- 
ment networks,  management  by  objectives,  and  programs  of  studies, 
while  other  systems  allowed  for  a  inciore  decentralized  and  indi- 
vidualized approach,  with  each  school  addressing  the  task  in 
i^  own  fashion.     Several  systems  empowered  a  formal  committee 
which  had  the  responsibility  for  organizing  system  policies  re- 
flating to  accountability  activities  identified  in  one  system  as 
the  Central  Accountability  Committee. 

The  activity,  of  developing  school  level  objectives 
is  only  the  beginning  of  an  ongoing  process  whereby  schools 
will  regularly  review  and  update  their  objectives  based  on 
feedback  from  many  types  of  evaluation  procedures,  including 
standardized  testing^-  i.e.  ,  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills,  and 
individually  designed  techniques,  i.e.,  teacher-made  assessment 
procedures.     However,  the  fpllowing  was  indicated  in  one  system's 
narrative  report: 

•  Viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  the  work  to  be 
Accomplished,  we  have  only  begun  the  process 
of  preparing  collections  of  assessment  mea- 

*  sures  useful  tb  teachers  for  evalua|:ing  stu- 
dent progress  and  tests  useful  for  school  and 
systemwide  program  evaluation.     Our  experience, 
thus  far,  shows  the  task  is  large  and  requires 
a  significant  commitment  in  staff  and  i;esources. 
The  goal  is  a  worthy  one  because  those  who  sug- 

*gest  priorities  for  the  gifted,  disadvantaged, 
minorities,  the  junior  high  school i  or  indi-*^ 
vidualization  of  instruction  usually  see  the 
preparation  of  improved  collections  and  uses  " 
of  objectives  and  improved  evaluation  proce- 
dures as  requisites.^ 

"  One  systejn  has  initiated  the  process  of  developing  a 
frequency  count  of  school  lev^l  objectives.     Based  on  this 
analysis,  they  will  Kietermine  what  percentage  of  objectives  the 
present  gystemwide  assessment  program  measures /  and  in  what  areas 
they  need  to  develop  additional  assessment  techniques  and  mea- 
sures.,   A  local  coordinator  stressed  that  this  followup  activity. 


^  Ibid. 
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analyzing  school-level  objectives,  was  crucial  to  reinforcing 
the  importance  of  matching  assessment  to  the  content  of  the 
instructional  program. 

It- should  also  be  noted  that  most  of  the  time-consuming 
tasks  of  developing  school  level  objectives  were  accomplished  by 
Maryland  teachers  and  administrators  in  addition  to  the  perform- 
ance of  their  everyday  instructional  responsibilities.     The  re- 
sponsiveness and  dedicaMon  of  all  Maryland  school  p:^ofessionals 
in  fulfilling  this  mandate  of  the  account^ility  law  is  worthy  of 
high  praise.    As  one  coordinator  for  accounstability  noted,  "the 
involvement  of  all  teachers  in  the  development  of  school  level 
objectives  has  been  crucial  in  the  successful  implementation  of 
the  goals  of  accountability  and  in  the  strengthening  of  the  tiotal 
instrumental  program."** 

B.  Accountability  Assessment  Regults  at  the  State  Level 

■'     •   -  ,  ' 

In  the  1974-75  school  year,  Maryland's  average  perform- 
ance in  most  of  the  achievement^ skill  areas  was  slightly  below 
the  national  average.     On  the  other  ^and^  Maryland's  average  per- 
formance in  the  ability  area  showed  a  progressive  increase  through 
the  grades   (see  Chapter  4,  Tables  2  and  2A,  pp.   Se-S'g)  . 

'  The  state  average  scores  in  vocabulary,  reading  com- - 

prehensioa,  language  total,  and  mathematical  total  over  the  four 
grades  tested  were  within  one  standard  deviation  atove  the  mean  and 
one  standard  deviation  below  the  mean,  or* where  68%  of. the  national, 
norm  group  scores  were  distributed.     In  Grades^ 3  and  S,  Maryland's 
performance  closely  approximates  the  national  performance.  Theje 
is  ^  tendency,  however,  for  Maryland's  scores  to  depart  from  the 
national  norms  as  we  go  up  the  grades.     In  the  7th  and  Sth*- 
grades  the  average  scores  are  about  one-half  o^V  standard 
deviation  below  the  national  norm.^    The  drop  frdm^the^Sth  to 
7th  grades  is  most  noticeable.     The  fact  that  scores  difop  as 
we  go  up  the  grades  is  not  unique  to  Maryland.     There  is  a 
trend  in  the  saine  direction  nationwide.     It  is  reflected  also 
in^  th6  continuing  drop  of  SAT  score's  in  Maryland  aw^  nationwide 
Csee  Appendix  C)  . 

While  several  years,  at  least  five/  of  data 
need  to  be  collected  before  upward  or  downward  fluctuations  can 
be  meaningfully  interpreted,  the  decline  observed  in  Year  I  data 
at  the  state  level  in  student  performance  in  the  basic  skill 
areas  of  reading,  mathematics,  and  language  arts,  as  measured 
by  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills,  is  once  again  demonstrated 
in  Year  II  results.    Moreover,  when  an  analysis  of  covariance 


^  Ibid* 
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srformed  on  thfe.  state  level  data,  which  took  the  shifts 
arbal  ability  into  account,  the  positive  differences, 
.ported /in  Table  2A  disappeared.     This  means  that  the  ob- 
served dncrea^ses  in  the  Year  II  data  were  not  as  large  as 
ndght  hav^  been  expected  on  the  basis  of  the  increase  in  non~ 
verbal  abp.lity.     Opposite  Table  2A,  there  is  a  discussion  and 
angrlysis  of  the  Year  II  results  in  a  Question  and  Answer  for- 
mat (see  Table  2A,  pp.  88  and  89) • 


^         Discussion  of  the  MAP  tesults  at  the  system 
and^  schoojL  levels  is  provided  in  the  narrative  reports 
tha,t^  precede  the  Local  School  System  Level  —  Accountability 
Assessment  Information.   , (See  Chapter  4,  Section  4.2.)  This 
materia!,  was,  prepared  and  submitted  for  publication  in  the 
MAP  Repott  by  eaQh  LEA. 


■   V  ^ 
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/"  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

STATE  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


«1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATIOr^ 

i2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVLANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

4,073«93B 

12f907 

11.24 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  Y^ARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  "OLDER, 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

12.1 

12.1 

J.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974^) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

'  AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8)  c 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
J^DMINIStrtATORS 

.  <9> 
AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADhINf$TRATDR 
EXPERIENCE 

894,314 

$12,352 

120,837 

9.9 

20.1 

(U) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
Ok  ABOVE 

<^2Q 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

'  !  

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

26^6: 

18.  B 

92.01 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

]  TtDTAL 
-  PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

*  (15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

 ■  \  

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

11,083.95 

S799.2T 

73. 7X 

&2B.61 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
TOR  CENTRAL  OFFICT 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

'  2.6X 

il0.9<> 

i.6x 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER   3,   PAGgS  60-65,   FOR  DEFINHION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


I  i.3 

85 


STATE  OF/MARYLAND 
TABLE 


/ 


STATE  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   TN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMltf/ ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT 
SCORES,   BY  SKILL ^AREA  AND  BY  GRADE  + 


SKILL 
AREAS 


Ml) 


NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS 

TM'ni  !  r  rt 


(3) 


H8CENT  0^ 
jTUnCMTS 

r  r  r 


NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOL  S 

f.  T  *■_[■ 


(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCORES 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

I'M 


(7  ) 

Average 

GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 


(B) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION ■ 
(    ii ) 


(1) 

VOCABULARY 

100.  b 

lb, /I  - 

71712 

// 95.73  ;  • 

852 

101.5 

16.58 

5.25  , 

1^61  \ 

7 

72980 

T7  "^^  

//  89,97 

2^10 

101,^1 

 ^  

16.68 

6.85 

1,97 

q 

72R33  1 

j  y  

i    87.  If/ 

\  

 723 

 m,\ 

]fy!97 

2.1? 

READING 
COMPRE- 
KENSION 

mss  * 

95y^0 

879 

100,5 

16, 7P 

3.63 

1,27 

5 

71712  . 

96,77 

862 

101.5 

4 — f  , 

16.58 

5.29 

1.5^1^ 

7 

72980 

fr 

// 

 1  

90,02 

210 

101, <i 

^16, 6? 

6,87 

1,81 

9  

7?633  i 

T 

i 

87.73              273  ' 

'102,1 

16,97 

1 

8,i|2          '  2.00 

13) 

SPELLING 

3 

64085  / 

95.50 

B79 

100.5 

16.71 

4.13 

1.41 

5 

71712  / 

96.55 

862 

101,.$ 

^6.58 

5.58 

1.81 

7 

^  7298a 

89.95 

240 

101.4 

16.68 

6.99 

2.15 

9 

7263^ 

86.84 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

8.47 

2.34 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

640jb5 

95.55 

879 

100.5 

16.71 

3.96 

1.35 

5 

7ltl2 

862 

103^.5 

16.58 

5.55 

1.72 

7 

7^980 

'89.95 

240 

101.4 

16.68 

7.02 

2.11 

9 

•  6.86 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

8.57 

2.33 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

I  ^4085 

44  

95.50 

879 

X00.5 

1. .  1  U  

16.71 

4.11 

1.46 

5 

/ 71712 

-4  ■ 

96.53 

'862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.53 

1.67 

7 

/  729i0 

89.88 

240 

101.4 

16.68 

6.86 

2.09 

'    '  9 

+  

72633 

86.79 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

8.36 

2.30 

*  SEE  CHAPTER  3i  PAGES  66-67,  FOK  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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STATE  0.F  MAR-YLAND 

TABLE  2.  STATE  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  academic' ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREAAND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(I) 

GRADE 

(2) 

NUHBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

(3> 

Pe.RCENT  OF 
ST\ll>tNTS 
TESTED 

(M  , 

NUHBER  OF 
SCMOOL  S 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVI  AT  ION 
(SD) 

(7) 

avemgc 

GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORE  S 
(GE) 

(•) 

STANDARD-* 
DEVI AT  ION 
(SD) 

(61 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

64035 

95.53 

879 

100.5 

16.71 

3.80 

1.  40 

5 

71712 

96.60 

862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.^3 

1.75 

7 

72980 

89.81 

101. A 

16.68 

6.97 

2. 10 

9 

72633 

86*76 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

^^8.36 

2.32 

(7) 

UU^GUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

64085 

95.23 

879 

100.5 

1671 

il.Ol 

1.2^1 

5 

71712 

96.3^1 

862 

101.5 

16.58  ' 

5.53 

1.5i| 

7 

'  72980 

88. 8S 

m 

101.  t| 

16.68 

6.98 

1.86 

9 

_223 

102.1 

2.06 

HATHEHATICAL 

CONCEPTS 

93.  81 

Q79 

100.5 

16.71 

3.65 

l.XO 

5 

71T12 

96.62 

862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.  58 

1.55 

7 

72980 

89.78 

2A0 

101. A 

16.68 

7.25 

1.79 

9 

7?*33 

86.84 

223 

102.1 

16.97 

8.7A 

2.01 

* 

(9) 

3 

640S5 

95.72  • 

879 

100*5 

16.71 

3.58 

1. 11 

5 

71712 

96.61 

862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.AA 

2.29 

7 

72980 

89.79 

2^0 

101.  A 

16.68 

6.96 

1.75 

9 

72633 

86.77 

223 

102*1 

.  16.97 

8.^1 

1.98 

(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

64085 

95.68 

879 

100.5 

16.71 

3.63 

-  1.02^ 

5 

71712 

96.57 

862 

101.5 

16.58 

5.50 

1.37 

7 

72980 

89.^6 

2^10 

101.il 

16.68 

7.12 

1.67 

72633 

in?.! 

16.  Q7 

8.60 

1.88 

#  SEC  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  68-69,  fOK  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE* 
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STATE  OF  MARYLAND 


TABLE  2A.     STATE  LEVEL  — •  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  -I»TA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES  * 


1 

GRADE 

SCHOOL  VEAR 
1973  -  197*  • 

2CH00L  YEAR 
197*  -  1975 

DIFFERENCE  ♦* 

NONVERBAL 

3 

99.6 

100.5 

.9  1 

5 

100.8 

101.5 

.7 

'  ABILITY 

101. r 

101.1 

.3 

102.2 

102.1 

 -.1  . 

*  % 

( 

VOCABULARY 

3.52 

3.56 

.01 

5  • 

5.25 

5.25  ' 

.00  * 

7 

6.91 

6.85 

-.06 

9 

8.60 

8.t)8 

-.12 

|ui,JJ!4!U«fMI-  J 

.^wwicixi.-  M'nnmm'!.-'^''  ^'i-m^i^-.  ^  -  •■^^':\ 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.57 

3.G3 

.06  ■ 

5 

5.31 

5.29 

-.02 

7 

6.93 

6.87 

-.05 

9 

8.')2 

B,^2 

.00 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

i 

3  ^ 

> 

3,-93 

1..01 

.08 

5 

4v  5.50  • 

5.53 

.03 

7 

'"'^  7.05 

,  5.98 

-.07 

9 

8.52 

8.'<6 

-.06 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

■ 

3.61 

3.63 

.02  ': 

5 

5.53 

5.50 

-  -.03 

7 

7.23 

7.12 

-.11 

9 

8.72 

8.60 

-.12 

«     SCf  CHAPTER  3,   PkOi$  70-71.   FOR  PEFINITIOfI  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUC 
FOK  INTCRPRETING  ThIS  TAUlE. 

44  IT  SHOULD  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  1  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
AFFERENT  STUDEI^T  ,  POPULAT IONS. 
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SOME  QUESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS  ABOUT  TABLE  2A 
STATE  LEVEL  DATA 


Is  it  possible  that  the  average  grade  equivalent  scores  for 
the  two  years  are  really  the  same  and  that  the  observed  dif- 
ferences are  merely  chance  errors? 

Yes,  suchi chance  errors  are  alway?  possible.     However,  sta- 
tistical tests  have  shown  that  the  odds  are  a  thousand  to  one 
against  the  differences  not  being  real/  except  in  the  case  of 
the  fifth  grade  reading  comprehension  difference  score  where  ^ 
the  difference  could  be  due  to  chance  error. 


Could  the  observed  differences  in  nonverbal  ability  bet.ween 
the  different  student  populations  for  the  two  years  account 
for  the  significant  differences  in  the  average  grade  equiyalent 
scores?  '  /  ^ 

Not  likely.     When  an  analysis  of  covariance  was  performed, 
taking  the  shifts  in  nonverbal  ability  into  account,  the  posi- 
tive differences  in  GE  scores  disappeared.     This  means  that 
the  observed  increases  were  not  *as  large  as  might  have  been 
expected  on  the  basis  of  the  increase  in  nonverbal  ability. 

Only  the  ninth  grade  nonverbal  ability  scores  show  a  decline. 
However,  even  when  this  decline  is  taken  into  consideration, 
the  decreases  in  the  ninth  grade  GE's  were  still  significant. 

What  do  all  these  figures  mean  in  relation  to  what  is  happen- 
ing with  the  stata  average  gr^de  equivalent  scords  as  far  as 
identifying  a  trend  is  concerned? 

Nothing,  yet.     Suppose  the  observed  difference  of  -.12  for  the 
ninth  grade  mathematics  total  were  to  be  the  first  in  a  sequence 
of  such^dif ferences  over  the  next  few  years  which  looks  like 
this: 

-.12,  +.10,  +.08,     -  +.15 

Then,  in  retrospect,  we  would  be  able  to  say  that  tjie  -.12  in 
Tatle,  2A  ,was  of  no  great  concern.  But,  suppose  that  sequence 
turns  out  to  be  one  like  this:  ^ 

-.12;  ,       -.15,    '      -.10,  -.13 

Then  the  -.12  would  be  the  .first  in  a  series  of  warnings  about 
a  steep  decline  in  the  grade  'equivalent  scores.  | 

Accordingly,  data  for  several  years  must  be  assembled  and 
analyzed  to  tell  us  what  trend  is  occurring'at  the  state  level. ^ 


^Ref er  to  the  narrative,  reports  of  the  local  school  systems 
(Sections  4.2.1  through  4\2.24)   for  information  regarding 
system  and  school  level  efforts  to  improve  instructional 
programs.  ,    *  flQ  ^  •  ^-i 


4.2  LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM- LEVEL"  ~  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.1         Allegany  CounUy 

i 


A.       ^        Present  Status  of  the  Accountabiltty  Program 

.The  development  of  school  system  goals  for  Allegany 
•County  was  completed. as  a  part  of  the  first  year's  activities 
for  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program.    These  goals  were  in- 
cluded as  a  part  of  the  1973-74  report  to  the. Maryland  State 

Department  of  Education.  ^ 

■  ft  . 

In  September  1974,  County  Goal  Development  Committees 
were  established  in  the  areas  of  writing,  mathematics,  and  read 
ing.     The  teachers,  principals,  and  supervisors  named  to  the 
committees  then  developed  guidelines  for  writing  school  level 
program  objectives.     These  were  distributed  to  all  p;rincipals 
and  their  faculties  early  in  the  school  year  and  were  used  by 
the  various  school  committees  to  develop  their  own  individual 
objectives  for  programs  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics. 
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All*  of  the  school  coininittees  have  completed  preliminary 
development  of  individual  school  objectives.     These  objectives 
were  reviewed  by  the  county  committee,  and  relrurfxed  i:o  the  .schools,. 
Members  of  the  county  coiranittees  and  the  supervisory  staff  from      '  — ^ 
the  Board  of  Education  offiqe  will  be  available  to  provide  assist- 
ance to  each  principal  and  his  staff  as  they  finalize  their:  pro- 
gram objectives.  ^  » 

Local  Assessment  Activities 

During  Year  I  of  the  program,  several  inservicer^tivi- 
ties,  designed  to  assist  staff  members  in  the  interpretatl^  and 
utilization  of  test  results  were  implemented.     Briefing  programs 
were  held  with  all  school  leyel  coordinators,  a  comprehensive ,  ongoing 
progr^  ^in  this  same  area  is  being  continued,  with  staff  members, 
principals,  department  chairmen,  and  classroom  teachers  as  '  ^ 
participants . 

Emphasis  will  continue  to  be  placed  on  the  review  and 
the  de^^elopment  of  methods  and  techniques  used  for  the  assessment 
of  goals  and  objectives  that  are  not  covered  by  the  Iowa  Tests  of 
Basic  Skills  and  the  State  Reading  Test. 

•  -  •  ■  I   '  ■  ■ " 

C.  Comments  on  Accountabiiity  Assessment  Results 

The  results  of  the  accountability  testina|kfor  Year  II 
indicate  that  AlLegany  County  has  maintained  ^n  average'  grade 
equivalent  scores  level  in  all  areas  tested  which  was  similar  to 
those  achieved  in  the  Year  I  program.     Additionally,  tl}e  county's 
average  grade  equivalent  scores  ^ite,  once,  again,  consistently 
higher  than  the  state  average  grade  equivalent^ scores .     The  one 
exception  to  this  comparison  is  in  language  usage  where,  at  the 
fifth  grade  level,  the  state  average  scoi.t>  ic  o .  d  J  ,^  while  the 
county  average  is  5.50.     This  variation  is  an  insignificant  dif- 
ference since  the  Variance**  can  be  equated  to  approximately  seven 
days  in  a  school  year.  .  •  ^  .  . 

'Some  grade  equivalent  score  dif fdrerices ,  both  positive  ' 
and  negative,  do  exist  at  the  individual  school  level.    Jn  the 
case  of  those  school  scores  where  the  difference  is  significant, 
situations  are  being  studied  in  order  to  determine  which  factors 
may  be  influencing  test  results.     For  the  purpose^  of  this  study, 
the  item  analysis  printouts  for  both  years  of  the  accountability 
progrcim  are  being  utilized  as  input  for  curriculum  analysis  in 
vocabulary,  reading  dOmprehension ,  language,  and  mathentatirs . 
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C  Program  Modification  Activities 

The' results  from  Xear  I  of  the  Accountability  Testing 
Program  reinforced  plans  to  initiate  a  K-12  Composition  Program. 
This  ongoing  program  was  introduced  systemwide  last  year  as  a 
comprehensive  inservige • activity  with  elementary  and  secondary 
teachers,  and  is  being  continued  in  the  cvirrent  school  year. 

.  i 

The  mathematics  workshops  started  in  19  74  were  continued 
during  the  summer  of  1975.     The  ultimate  outcome  of  this  inser- 
vice program  will  'be  the  development  of  a  K-12  Mathematics-  Con- 
tinuum for  the  school  system. 

Allegany  County  has  been  granted  approval  for  an  ESEA, 
Title  III  Project  in  two  small  el-ementary  schools  that  will  pro- 
vide staff  resources  and  programs  designed  to  strengthen  the 
students'  reading  comprehension.' 

Emphasis  is  being  placed  on  the  incorporation  of  read- 
ing, writing,  and  computation  skills  in  the  content  areas  of 
health,  social  studies,  and  science.     Better  communication,  con- 
servation, and  life  effectiveness  are  correlated  objectives  m 
this  program  development  and  extension. 

An  a<i»/isory  group  for  vocational  education  ,  •  along  with 
a  newly  created  study  group  for  the  gift;ed  and  talented,  will 
also  provide  inp\3f.  for  program  revision  and  development  in  all    .  . 
appropriate  curriculum  areas. 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

All  of  the  skill  objectives  of  the  educational  programs 
in  mathematics,  reading,  and  writing  are  not  adequately  covered 
by  existing  assessment  instruments.     Therefore,  to  improve  the 
program  of  accountability,  Allegany  County  educators  whole- 
heartedly  support  the  effects  by  the  Directors  of  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program  and  the  staff  members  of  the  Maryland 
State  Department,  of  Education  to  secure  funds  for  the  develop- 
ment of  assessment  instruments  that  will  more  appropriately 
measure  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  schools  of  Maryland. 

Funding  should  be  made  available  to  provide  for  the 
assignment  of  a  staff  member  in  the  county  whose  Sole  respon- 
sibility would  be  the  coordination  and  utilization  of  the  ever- 
increasing  amount  of  assessment  and  accountability  data  asso- 
ciated with  the  program.     Additionally,  provisions  for  increased 
inservice  time  for  teachers  will  be  essential  if  vital  program 
modification  is  to  be  accomplished  in  the  coming  years » 
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F.  General  Conmients  '      ^  % 

The  educational  programs  in  Allegany  County  piace  *^ 
emphasis  upon  attaining  appropriate  goals  and  objectives  in  ' 
both  the'  cognitive  and  affective  domains  of  learning.  In 
addition  to  teaching  the  basic  skills,  educators  are  providing 
an  instructional  program  that  is  concerned  with  the  development 
of  concepts  and  processes  with  an  awareness  of  values  that  will 
enable  the  student  to  function  effectively  both  as  an  individual  • 
and  as  a  responsible  contributing  member  of  society. 

Emphasis  of  accountability  must  not  be  placed  on  skills 
alone,  and  techniques  of  evaluating  tho3e  aspects  of  the  educa- 
tional  program  that  measure  the  effectiveness  of  .the  total 
school  experience  in  terms  of  humanistic  development  must  also 
be  found. 


TABLE  1. 


ALLEGANY  COUNTY 

SYSTEM  LEVEL  -T  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     9-tlHHUNlTY.  CHAKACTEM5T1C?. 


TOTAL 
fOPULAT ION 

<?) 
MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

.  percTent 
disadvantaged  - 
^school  age  children 

e3t681 

9,1^3 

13.3 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLPER 
"(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

,  15) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
ftHALES  25  YEARS 
OP  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

lli(6 

11.91 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SE_PTEMB£R.  197^) 


't6V 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

r7) 

AVERAGE  ^ 

TEACHER 

SALARY 

(») 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL.LEVEL 
.ADMINIST^i/^ORS 

'  \  ^  

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

16rA12 

$11.^01 

116  tSOO 

12*1 

22.5 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13)  ' 

ATTENDANCE 
•  RATE 

36. 7t 

95.6X 

fINANClAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1*7A  SCHOOL  YE^R) 


(X4) 

TOT/iL 

peh  pupil 
expenditures 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(14) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

9lh  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$9B5 

$702  .56 

71.  3X 

$17*61 

(li) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

 ^ 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
.SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

i.ex  ^ 

$5.71 

0.6t 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  60-65.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
rROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ALLEGANY  COUNTY 
TABLE  2. 


l.rj^  "~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 

SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


(3) 

'IMPELLING 

1132 

95,49           j  28* 

103.0 

15.39 

4.52 

1.27 

5 

a245 

97.99 

104.2 

15.65 

5«93 

1.69 

7 

1341 

96.72 

a 

103.0 

15.17 

7.74 

I- 

!  2.22 

9 

1430^ 

93.01 

8 

104.1 

14.44 

8.73 

2.24 

141 

Q 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

1132 

95.49 

28 

103.0  ' 

15.39 

4.59 

1.24 

5 

1-245 

97.99 

28 

104.2 

15.65 

3 

6.14 

1.66 

V 

1341 

96^72 

8  ' 

103.0 

15.17 

8.19 

2.13 

9 

1430 

93.01 

8 

104.1 

14.44 

9.30 

2.31 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

1132 

95.A9 

2e 

103.0 

15.39 

4.78 

I441 

5 

1245 

97.99 

28 

104.2 

15^65 

6.01 

D.63 

7 

1341  ' 

96.72 

,8 

103.0 

15.17 

7.70 

2.19 

9 

1430 

93.01 

8 

104.1 

14.44 

8.9:3 

2.24 

♦  SEE  CHAPTEK  3f  MGES  66-67»  FOR  6eFINITI6n  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


^  123 


ALLEGANY  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  *IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,'  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  .BY  GRADE4=  (CONTINUED) 


/* 


SKILL 
'  AREAS 


(6) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


(7) 


LAf^GUAGE 
TOTAL 


(11 


GRADE 


5.  ^ 


MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 


(9) 


MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 


(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
„  TOTAL 


(2) 


NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 


1132 


1245 


1341 


1430 


1132 


1245 


1341 


1430 


(3) 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
•TESTED 


95.49 


97.99 


96.72 


93.01* 


.  95.49 


97.99 


96. 72 


1132 

 r 


1245 


1341 


1430 


1245 


1341 


1430 


1132 


1245 


1341  „ 


3430 


93.  ni 

95.49 


(4) 


NUMDER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


28 


'  (5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS). 


103.0 


104.2 




103.0 


104.1 


103 .0 


104.2 


103.0 


97.99 


, 93.01 


9^5.49 


97.99 


96.72 


93.01 


95.49 


97.99 


96.72 


28 


26 


28 


28 


28 


^  93.Q1_   - 


304.1 
mV  III  ^itinrf 

103.0 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


15.39 


15.65 


15.17 


14.44 


15.39 


15.65 


15.17 


14.44 

15.39 


AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 


4.03 


5.50 


7.37 


6.65 


4.48 


5.90 


7;  75 


3*04  .'2 


103.0 


104.1 


15.65 


15.17 


14.44 


103.0 


104.2 


103.0 


104.1 


103.0 


104.2 


103.0 


104.1 


15.39 


15.65 


15.17 


14.44 


15.39 


15.65 


/  15.17 


14.44 


3.90 


(8) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


1>29 


1.72 


2.15 


2.28 


1.15 


1.49* 


1.94 


5.99 


7.52 


6.62 


3.75 


5'.  65 


7.15 


8.45 


3.83 


5.82 


'>.34 


8.63 


2.02 

.96 


1.41 


1.59 


1.61 


1.03 


1.32 


1.61 


1.79 


.93 


1.29 


1.49-, 


1.68^ 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ALLEGANY  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  'OF  YEAR  I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE-STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES+ 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197*  -  1975 

3 

102.2 

103.0 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

5 

105.5 

101.2 

7 

105.1  • 

103.0 

9 

•107.1 

101,1 

3 

3.8i| 

3.90 

VOCABULARY 

5 

5.59 

5.53 

7 

7.71 

7.70 

9 

 9.30 

9.21 

3. 

3.97 

.3.91 

READING 

5 

5.57 

5.60 

COMPREHENSION 

7 

7.11 

7.21 

9 

8.71 

8.55 

3 

1.15 

I.IS^ 

LAT^GUAGE 

5 

5.83 

5.90 

TOTAL 

7 

7.18 

7.75 

9 

8.95 

8.90 

3 

,3.90 

3,83 

HATHEHATICAL 

5 

5.78 

5,82 

TOTAL 

7 

7,38 

7,31) 

9 

8.91 

8,63 

.V.  ■  ■          Xt*'fj6fc  'lis 

♦     SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  70-71,   FOR  DEFINITIOJJ  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 


IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULA.T  IONS. 
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ALLEGANY  COUNTY   (BARTON  -  MOUNT  ROYAL) 


TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL'  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
A  T  TEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

.1  ' 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

v 

AGE  CHILDREN 

— -1— 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I - 
ZATIQN 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 

MCNT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
S  T  AF  F 
KATIO 
C3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

MCDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

SCHOOL  NAME* 

TCACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
( 7 ) 

ADM  I N . 
•  ( 8 ) 

VAN- 
TAGED 
UO) 

INCOMd 
(i) 
(12) 

BARTON 

K-6 

232 

23.2 

96.7 

9.0 

1.0 

3i4.4 

16.  0 

40.0 

10.5 

11.2 

7549 

lELAia 

K-6 

455 

26.0 

96.0 

16.0 

1.0 

6.3 

21.0 

35.3 

0.7 

NA 

NA 

CENTRAL 

K-6  - 

350 

23.1 

96.4 

15.0 

.5 

10.3 

38.0 

22.6 

12.5 

11.  3 

7678 

COLUMBIA  STREET 

1-6 

250 

19.0 

95.6 

12.0 

•  * 

1.0 

9.1 

19 .0 

23.1 

16.0 

I- 

11.4 

7651 

CORRIGANVILLE 

i-6 

120 

24.0 

97.2 

4. a 

1.0 

^12.3 

6.5 

40  ;o 

11.0 

11.0 

7145 

CRESAPTOWN 

K-6 

495 

24.7 

96.3 

19.0 

1.0 

16.1 

39 . 0 

35.0 

12.1 
• 

12.2 

9565 

EAST  SIDE 

1-6 

330 

24.1 

96*4'^ 

13.0 

1.0 

11.0 

13. 0 

20.6 

21.6 

11.3 

7746 

ECKHART 

K-6 

.241 

24.1 

95.3 

9.0 

1.0 

11.3 

11.5 

20.0 

9.0 

12.2 

0044. 

ELLERSLIE 

K~6 

116 

23.2 

94.  3 

4.0 

a.o 

13.1 

14.0 

60.0 

12.2 

11.0 

7174 

FROST 

K-6 

465 

24.5 

96.6 

18.0 

1.0 

17.7 

23.0 

26.3 

6.0 

12.0 

7909 

GEPHART 

/ 

1-6  259 

21.^ 

96.1 

11.0 

1.0 

18.9 

12 .0 

50.0 

17.6 

12.0 

0602 

HILL  STREET  * 

\ 
J 

1-6 

199 

22.1 

97.6 

0.0 

1.0 

11.2 

25.0 

44.4 

"9.9 

12.0 

0271 

JOHN  HUHBIRD  i 

K-6 

321 

21.4 

95.5 

14.0 

1.0 

6.2 

21.0 

40.0 

23.7 

NA 

JOHNSON  HEIGHTS 

1-6 

391 

24.4 

96.4 

15.0 

1.0 

12.3 

39.0 

31.3 

14.1 

12.0 

8297 

LAvALE 

1-6 

211 

21.1 

96.9  ' 

9.0 

1.0 

17.4 

11.0 

40.0 

0.6 

12.3  3.0»136 

MCCOOLE 

K-6 

106 

26.6 

96.1 

6.0 

1,0 

10.0 

24.5 

14.3 

15.3 

11.6 

7406 

HIDLAND 

1-6 

161 

21.5 

96.6 

7.0 

.5 

11.3 

30.0 

20-0 

9.5 

11.2 

7911 

HOUNT  ROYAL 

1-6 

155 

19.4 

96.5 

7.0 

1.0 

4 

16.7 

24.0 

^7.5 

6.5 

12.3 

9735 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3|  FACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  (jlF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 

126  ' 


.er|c 


100 


ALLEGANY  COUNTY   (BARTON  -  MT  ROYAL)  / 


TABLE  4. 


ALUGANY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbltH 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SCHUOU  NAH^ 


VOCABULARY  READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE 
SA5 


AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 

GE  NOHM 


DlFFfR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
triCE  LAND 
^   GE  NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


ence 


GE 


LAND 
NOKM 


DIFFFR- 
ENCE 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER- 
LANO  EHCE 
GE  NORM 


BARTON 


BELAIK  ELt« 

■ 

CEhTRAt 


COLUMtilA  STRtET 
COHf^loANVlLLE 
CKESAPTOWN  ELEM 
EAST  SIDE 
ECKHART 


102.1 
97,6 


103.0 
111.5 


95, H 
103.7 


3  100. B 
b  103.5 


3  96.4 
5  98.7 


3  106.4 
5  104,2 


3  99, a 
5  99.6 


3  106,9 
5  112,5 


3.53 
5.14 


4. IB 
b.l5 


3.53 
5.22 


3.27 
5.05 


3.71 
4.B1 


4.02 
5.B2 


3.92 
5.63 


3.91 
4.77 


3,67 
4,91 


3.73 
6,14 


3,24 
5.45 


3,59 
5,43 


3,30 
5,01 


3,95 
5,49 


3,52 
5,  OB 


3,9B 
6.22 


-.14 
4.23 


.45 
.01 


«,29 
-,23 


-,3? 
-,3B 


4.41 
-.20 


♦  .07 
4.33 


4,40 
4,55 


3,69 
4,B3 


4,29 
6,33 


3,26 
5.35 


3,20 
4,9B 


3.50 
4,99 


4,03 
5,B7 


4,04 
5.14 


-.07 
-1 .45  • 


3,7B 
5,02 


3.74 
4.9b 


3.00 
6.14 


3.29 
5.4B 


3*65 
b.46 


3.36 
5.06 


4.03 
5.52 


3.5B 
5,13 


4.U6 
6.22 


-.05 
-.13 


♦  .4Q 

♦  »1Q 


-.01 
-.13 


-.45 
-.4B 


4.14 
-.07 


4.00 
4.35 


4.46 
4.bl 


4.12 
4.7ft 


4.43 
6.33 


4.  ?2 

5.  B1 


3. no 

5.55 


4. IB 
5.44 


4.69 
6. 13 


4.56 
5.11 


-.2B  ' 
-1.20  « 


4.39 
5.7B 


4.12 
5.20 


4, IB 
6.36 


3.6B 
5.71 


4.04 
5.70 


3.74 
5.30 


4.41 
5.76 


3.97 
5.37 


4.44 
6.45 


4,00 
-.42 


4,25 
-,03 


4,54 
4.  10 


ar.l6 
-.15 


4,44 
♦.14 


4.:2B 
4.37 


4.59 
-.26 


-.05 
-.67 


3.  A3 
5.14 


3.75 
6.32 


3,39 
5.B5 


3.3B 
5.24 


3.42 
5.17 


3.74 
6.06 


3.73 
5.24 


3.B7 
5.54 


i.73 
5.19 


3.79 
6.30 


3.3^ 
5.6B 


3.66 
5.66 


3.  HO 
5.2B 


3.9B 
5.72 


3.60 
5.35 


4.01 
6,38 


♦.10 
-.05 


-.04 
4,02 


4,04 
4.17 


-.28 
-.42 


.4.02 
-.U 


-.24 


4.13 
-.11 


-,14 
-.B4  ♦ 


ELLERStlE 


FROST 


3  111,0 
b  111.1 


3  lll.B 
5  105.3 


4.32 
5.95 


4.46  9 
b.64 


4.3^ 
6,10 


4,30 
5,59 


4,0? 
-,15 


4,16 
4,05 


3,B9 
6,36 


4,52 
5.93 


4.39 
6.10 


4.39 
5.61 


-.50 
4.26 


4.13 
4.32 


4.34 
6.44 


5.31 
6.77 


4.77 
6.33 


4.77 
5.A5 


-,43 
4.11 


4.54 
4,02  * 


3;B2 
6,4B 


4,41 
6. IB 


4,30 
6.27 


4,30 
5,B1 


-.40  ♦ 
4.21 


♦  .11 
4.37 


G£PhART 


107,1 
105.  J 


4,17 
5,70 


3,99 
5,59 


4,18 
4.19 


4,10 
5.66 


4.07 
5,61 


4.11 
4,05 


5.14 
6.13 


4.45 
5,B5 


4,69  * 
4.26 


4.21 
5, AO 


4,02 
5.B1 


♦  .19 
-.01 


HILL  STRtET 


106.7 
99,1 


4,09 
5,37 


'  3,97 
5,04 


4.12 
4,33 


4,27 
5.Hb 


4.09 
b,09 


4,2;> 
4,37 


4,97 
5.<)2 


4.43 
5.33' 


4.54 
4,59 


4.22 
5,AB 


4,00 
5,31 


4.22 
4,57 


JOHN  HUHOIRD 


9B.6 
99,9 


3. 15 
5,00 


3.44 
5,11 


.29 
.03 


3,31 
5,20 


3.b0 
5.16 


-.19 
4.04 


3.95 
5.01 


3.09 
5.40 


4.06 
-.39 


3.20 
5.13 


3.53 
5.30 


-.25 
-•25 


johijSon  heights 


107,3 
109,1 


4.14 
6.06" 


4.01 
5,92 


4.13 
4.14 


4,60 
6.06 


4.09 
b.93 


4.51 
4.15 


4.A2 
6.21 


4.47 
6.10 


4,35 
4,05 


4,10 
6,41 


4,04 
6,11 


.♦.1*» 
♦  .30 


lavale 


102,1 
90.4 


4,20 
5,16 


3,67 
4,90 


4,53 

4.18 


3,75 
5,22 


3.74 
5.03 


4.01 
4.10 


4.30 
5.33 


4.12 
5,27 


4.10 
4,06 


3.69 
5.57 


3,73 
5.26 


-,04 
4,31 


mccoole 


94,0 
97.4 


3,41 
4.97 


3,15 
4,09 


4,26 
*4,0B 


3,53 
5.54 


3. ,20 
4.95 


4.33 
4.b<> 


3.^3 
6.21 


3.50 
5.19 


4,25 
41.02  ♦ 


3.53 
5.54 


3,26 
5,10 


♦.27 
4,36 


MIDLAND 


MOUNT  ROYAU 


3  95,0 
5  100,7 


3  10b. 9 
5  U10.4 


3.31 
b.14 


4.24 
5.00 


3,21 
5.10 

3,92 
6.04 


4.10 
-.04 


4.32 
-,?4 


3.37 
5.14 


3,96 
6.04 


3.26 
5.a2 


3.99 
6.04 


♦  .11 
-.08 


-.03 
♦  .00 


3.40 
'5.56 


4.87 
6.14 


3.65 
5.46 


4.37 
6.27 


-.25 
♦  .10 


♦  .50 
-.13 


3.35 
5.32 


4.10 
5.93 


3,32 
5,44 


3.95 
6.21 


♦  ,03 
-.12 


♦  .23 
-.20 


ERIC 
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SWCUL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING*  tHE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  ^'  OVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


127 


101 


ALLEGANY  COUNTY  (NORTHEAST  -  WASHINGTON  JR  HIGH) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND' PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI-^ 
2 A  T I  ON 
IX) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
12) 

'  X 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RAT  10 
U) 

• 

PERCLNT 
AVERAGL 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

{^) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

.A 

AVtRAGE  YEARS  t 
1 XPCRICNCE 

'PERCCNT 

STAFF 
MASTTk'  S 
DEGREE. 
OR  ADOVC 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(XO) 

MCDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(}.X) 

MEDIAN 
'  FAMILY 
INCUML 
U) 
(X2) 

TEACHER 
li>) 

ADM  IN. 

(6) 

TEACHFR 
1  7  ) 

ADMIN. 

( 8 ) 

NORTHEAST 

1-6 

X67 

X9.0 

96.9 

7.8 

X.O 

XX. 6 

22.0 

^3.2 

X6.8 

XX.»4 

8994 

MKKSIDE 

1-6 

42X 

26.3 

97.8 

X5.0 

x.o 

XX. 2 

^X.O 

25V  0 

3.7 

X2.  X0,X54 

,  rENNSYLVANIA  AVENUE 

X-6 

569 

X6  •  7 

96  •  2 

99  n 
J4C  •  U 

2.0 

XX.  8 

xe.3 

23.5  19.7 

X0.3 

7303 

^INEY  PLAINS 

X-6. 

'  r  77 

25,7 

9  7.5 

2.0 

X.  0 

X3.0 

xo.o 

66.7  X3.7 

X0.3 

6533 

THOMAS  G  PULLEN 

K-6 

X90 

23.7 

95.9 

7.0 

x.o 

XI.  X 

2  3.0 

62.5 

7.9 

XX.9 

8X45 

WEST  SIDE 

X-6 

269 

X9.8 

96.  3 

X2.6 

].io 

X2.5 

23.0 

26.5 

X5.;l 

X2.X 

8098 

WESTERNPQRT 

K—6 

^5X 

22.  5 

96.  7 

X9.0 

x.o 

X2.3 

20.0 

25.6 

X8.X 

XX.6 

7406 

FLINTSTONE  • 

K-X2 

4 

502 

20.9 

9^.7 

22.0 

• 

2.0 

X0.3 

20.7 

37.5 

XX.  3 

X0.3 

6579 

ht,  savage  elementary 

K-X2 

867 

X9.7 

95.8 

^2.0 

2.0 

xo.o 

3X.5 

^7.7 

X2.2 

♦ 

*XX.2 

7252 

* 

OLDTOWN  ELEMENTARY 

K-X2 

^67 

X6.7 

96.8 

27.0 

X.O 

8.x 

X7.5 

28.6 

■  sr 
10.6 

7090 

t> 

ALLEGANY  SR  HIGH 

9-X2     Xi3^^  - 

X9.8 

9^.X 

#° 

3.0 

XX.  8 

22.0 

^X.2 

X0.6 

X2.X 

8939 

lEALL  HIGH 

7'-X2  X,2^7 

2X.9 

96.6 

5^.0 

3.0 

X2.0 

22.0 

49.x 

10.7 

X2.0 

8X53 

IKADDOCK  JR  HIGH 

7-fl 

720 

X8.5 

95.0 

37.0 

2.0 

X2.0 

X8.  5 

46.1 

X0.5 

X2.X 

•942 

IKUCE  SK  JR  HIGH 

7-X2 

78X 

?0.5 

9^.6 

36.0 

2.0 

X5.X 

2X.5 

39.5 

X4.8 

XX.6 

7447 

FORT  HILL  SR  Kt(5H 
VALL'EY  SR  JR  HIGH 

WASHINGTON  JR  HIGH 


9-X2     Xt474        X9.4      93.9  73.0  3.0 

7-X2         72X        20.0      95.2  34.0  '^2.0 

7-8  756        X7.6      93.2  4X.0       2.0  X2.7      2X.0        48.8         -X7.3        XX. 2  7793 


X3.4  23.3  43.4 
X2.4      25.0  50.0 


X7.4  XX. 2 
X0:7  ^X.3 


780X 
7744 


♦  %n  CHAPTER  3.  MGES  72-73.  FOR  D6FINITI0N  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  P^VlDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ALLEGANY  .COUNTY   (NORTHEAST  -  WASHINGTON  JR  HIGH) 


TABLE  4. 


AULLCANY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SrSILM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  --  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SCHOOL  NAHL 


VOCAOULAItY 
CRAOe  AVCRAGC  AVCRAGC    MARY-  DIFFER- 


LAND 

LNCL 

SAS 

GC 

NORM 

NORTHcAST 

1 , 23 

1 .  l9 

~  .  CP 

b 

101.2 

b,73 

5.23 

♦  .r>o 

PARK&IOC 

3 

109,2 

1*23 

1.13 

♦  .10 

u 
9 

109,1 

*> ,  i  f 

5  Q5 

♦  .2? 

PLNnSYLVANI A  AVENUL 

3 

3*71 

3.66 

4 1  Ofi 

5 

106,7 

5.95 

5,71 

♦  .?i 

PINEY  Plains 

3 

3.2? 

2,73 

♦ .  19 

& 

99,1 

1.39 

3,01 

-.65 

TIlOMAS  0  PULLEN 

3 

100, 1 

3 .  7l 

^  .  cU 

5 

107,0 

b.  51 

-  2n 

WEST  SIOE 

3 

96,7 

1 . 50 

A 1    1 A 
▼  1 .  *o 

5 

103,0 

5.72 

5,16 

♦  .26 

WESTERNPOHT 

3 

102, M 

3.^ro 

^  3.69 

4.7] 

5 

103,0 

5.79 

« 

5,16 

4  .33 

FlllNTSTONE  ELCM 

3 

90,7 

3.57" 

3,15 

4.12 

«)' 

91  3 

1 . 26 

1 .62 

.  36 

7 

97!o 

9.65 

6.19 

♦  3.16 

9 

100,7 

11.09 

6.35 

♦  2.7i| 

Ml  SAVAGE  ELEMENTARY 

3 

99,1 

3.61 

3.50 

4.11 

b 

102,2 

5.15 

5.3I 

-.16 

7 

103,3 

0.69 

7.09 

4l*.6i) 

9  ^ 

102,6 

9.10 

0.57 

4.9] 

OLDTOwN  LLtMENTARY* 

3 

101,7 

3.11 

3.61 

-.20 

5" 

100,1* 

1.87 

5.13 

-.26 

7 

92,2 

6.65 

5.09 

4  .7(W 

9 

103,5 

10.72 

0.60 

4?. 01 

allecany  sh  high 

9 

105,9 

0.51 

0.96 

-.15 

blall  high 

7 

101,0 

7.10 

7.17 

-.07 

9 

101,0 

0.63 

0.03 

-.20 

BftADOOCK  JR  HIGH 

7 

^05.2 

7.17 

7.30 

4.17 

KEAOHIG 
AVERAGr 

Ge 


1.12 

*'1.99 


SKILL  AREAS 
COMPREHCNSIOM    *  LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


1.33 
6.11 


3.60 
5,93 


3,17 
1,57 


3,92 
5,73 


1.55 
6.21 


1.00 
5,91 


1.00 
1.22 
6.1b 
9.10 


3.11 
5.10 
6.01 
0.11 


3.71 
5.27  , 
6.39 
0.21 


8.55 


7.32 
0.90 


7,51 


MARY- 

LANu 

NORM 


1.69 
5.27 


1.22 
b.96 


3.73 
5.73 


2.76 
5.09 


3.60 
5.76 


3.30 
5.19 


3.76 
5.19 


3.5t 
1.60 
6.b1 
0.29 


3.56 
5.35 
7.09 
0.51 


3.71 
5.17 
5.97 
0.62 


0.0^ 


7.16 
0.77 


7.29 


OIFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 

lnCe  land 

GC  NOHM 


-.17 
-.20 


«4.1] 
4.10 


-.05 
'♦.20 


4.11 
-.52 


.3? 
.03 


5.00 
6.^3 


1.09 
6.69 


1.33 
6.01 


3.60 
1.71 


1. 16 
6.10 


♦1.17  •  1.91 
♦.75  •     6. no 


•  ?1 

•  12 


1.^9 
5.02 


♦.19  1.35 

-.16  1.17 

-.00  9.35 

41*11  •  lO.11 


•  12 
.17 

•  20 
.10 


♦  •00 

♦  •  10 

♦  •M? 
-•11 


•  31 


4^  16 
♦  .]3 


♦  •22 


3.<)9 
5.31 
7.70 
0.03 


\.77 
5.33 
6.57 
0.30 


0.«7 


7.19 
0.95 


7.92 


1.96 
5.50 


1.59 
6.19 


1.12 
5.96 


3.1s 
5.33 


3,99 
5.99 


3.76 
5.72 


1.11 
5.72 


3.90 
1.93 
6.66 
0.33 


3.91 
5.59 
7.18 
0.52 


1.10 
5.11 
6.12 
0.61 


0.05 


7.25 
0.71 


7.36 


OIFFCR- 
ENCe 


♦  •12 

♦  •73 


♦  .10 

♦  .50 


♦  .21 

♦  .OA 


♦  .15 
-.62 


♦  .17 
,♦.11 


♦  I.IA 

♦  l.OA 


♦  .15 

♦  .20 


♦  .15 

-.16 
♦2.69  • 
♦2.06  ♦ 


-.05 
-.20 

♦  .60 

♦  .31 


-.33 
-.00 
♦  .15 
-.23 


♦  .02 


♦  .21 

♦  .21 


♦  .56 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

AVERAGE    MARY-  OTFFCR- 
LANO  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


1.15 
5.19 


1.33 
6.31 


3.89 
6.09 


3.00 
1.71 


3.70 
6.51 


3.07 
6.18 


3.96 
6.01 


3.57 
1.02 
6.81 
0.]2 


3.36 
5.25 
6.<»1 
0.20 


3.66 
5.35 
6.33 
0.17 


0.81 


7.17 
0.02 


7.60 


1*17 
5.18 


1.15 
6.13 


2.09 
5.31 


3.62 
5.91 


3.12 
5«69 


3.75 
5.69 


3.51 
1.93 
6.70 
0.15 


3.50 
5.56 
7.31 
0.65 


3.71 
5.39 
6.20 
0.73 


9.01 


7.11 
0.09 


7.51 


-.32 

4,01 


4,10 

♦  .18 


3.73  4,16 
5.92  4,17 


♦  .19 
-.60  • 


♦  .16 

♦  ,60  • 


4.15 
♦  ,79  • 


♦.21 
4.32 


4,03 
-.11 
4,03 
-.33 


-.22 
-.31 
-.10 
-.15 


-.05 
-.01 
♦.13 
-.20 


.17 


4,06 
-.07 


BRUCE  SR  JH  HIGH 


101.7 
103.2 


7.01 
0.13 


7.25 
0.61 


-.21 
-.21 


7.12 
0,50 


7.23 
0.50 


-•11 
-•00 


7.09 
0.27 


7.31 
0.50 


-.22 
-.31 


7.69 
0.50 


7.18 
0.72 


♦  .21 


FORT  HlLU  5K  HIGH 
VALLEY  SR  JR  HIGH 


9     101.0  10.32 


98.5 
102.5 


10.71 
0.00 


8,71       ♦I. 50  •  8.11 


6.57  ♦I. 17  • 
8.56  -,10 


8.10 
8.12 


6^bl 
8.50 


.26 


9.32 


♦1^79  •  9.31 
-.08  8.05 


0.66 


6.72 
8.51 


♦  .66 


♦2.62,* 
-.16 


8.51 


7.05 
8.75 


8.80 


6.85 
8,61 


♦  .20 
♦.11 


WASHINGTON  JH  HIGH      7     103.2  6.95 


7.08  -,]3 


6,93 


7.08 


-•15 


7^?7 


7.17 


♦  •10 


7^31 


7.33 


-.02 


#  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  74-75f  FOR  DEFINITION  OP  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCOHPWYING  "DIFFERCNCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  POR  H^TERfRGTING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.2         Anne  Arundel  County 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

Goal  and  Objective  Setting  Activities  Status.     The  Anne 
Arundel  County  public  schools,  in  accordance  with  legislative 
nlTate,  has  actively  developed  and  implemented  a  pro^^^^ 
miblic  accountability.     Countywide  goals  and  objectives  in  reaa 
ing    writing?  and  mathematics  have  been  completed,  as  have  school 
ie?4l  goals  and  objectives  in  every  school.    These  were  develQped 
brcomSi?tles  of  teachers,  administrators,  coordinators,  parents, 
and  students  under  the  leadership  of  the  appropriate  PWam 
coordinator  for  the  countywide  goals  and  objectives,  or  by  the 
school  principal  for  the  school  level  goals  and  objectives. 

These'  countywide  and  school  level  ^oals  are  also  com- 
patible with  the  overall  "Goals  for  Instruction"  of  the  local 
Board  of  Education  and  the  appropriate  program  goals  adopted  by 
the  State  Board  of  Education. 
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Objective  Setting  Activities,     Specific  measurable 
cotmtywide  objectives  \mder  each  progreiin  goal  in  reading,  writing 
and  mathematics  were* prepared  as  countywide  objectives  for  all 
schools.     These  comprised  the  overall  objectives  of  the  program 
for  "average"  students,  and  have  been  divided  for  Gtach  program/ 
into  four  levels:     Kindergarten  -  Grade  2;  grades  3-5; 
Grades  6-8;  and  Grades  9  -  l2. 

The  exact  procedures  for  establishing  these  objectives 
can  be  found  in  the  1974  Anne  Arundel  County  Accountability 
Report  (pp.  4-23  through  4-28) .     Since  the  county  was  one  year 
ahead  of  the  state  in  implementing  the  required  accountability 
program,  the  objective  setting  procedures  were  completed  last 
year.  . 

By  February  1975,  each  school  had  subrrJitted  in  writing 
tp  the  Associate  Superintendent  for  Instruction  a  statement  of 
its  adopted  objectives  by  level., in  reading,  writing,  and  ma,the- ' 
matics.     The  ca?reful  coordination  of  activities  and  personnel  at 
all  levels  of  goal  and  objective  writing  were  obvious  when,  in 
February  1975,  only  one  school  was  found  to  have  its  goals  and 
objectives  returned  for  further  refinement. 

Two  illustrations  of  the  careful  planning  and  coordina- 
tion of 'School  level  goal  and  objective  setting  in  Anne  Arundel 
County  are  Oak  Hill  Elementary  School  and  George  Fox  Junior  High 
School.     The  processes  at  these  schools,  though  not  identical, 
emphasized  in  both  cases: 

Examinatiori  of  state  and  county  goals.- and  county 
program  objectives; 

•  Determirling  student  abilities  by  use  of  state-, 
cotmty- ,  and  teacher-made  tests ,  teacher  int,er- 
views,  and  other  locally  constructed  instruments; 

•  Recognizing  student  needs  by  comparing  student 
abilities  to  the  state  and  county  goals  and  ob- 
jectives, and  noting  those  student  needs  that 
were  not  included  in  the  state  or  county  documents; 

•  Ranking  needs  by  priority; 

•  Writing'  goals  and  objectives  usir>g  local  school, 
area,.  Citizens  Advisory  Cotmcil,  and  PTA  per- 
sonnel as  consultants;  aiid  \ 

•  Evaluation  of  the  current  school  program  in  light 
of  the,  school's  goals  and  objectives.  •  , 
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The  completion  of  the  school  level  goals- and  objec-  \ 
tives  has  allowed  the  Anne  Arundel  County  schools  to  move  be- 
yond arccountability  activities  legislated  at  the  state  16vel. 
Countywide  general  goals ^ and  objectives  have  been  established 
in  all  other  program  areas  beyond^  reading,  writing,  and  mathe- 
matics.    ThQse  include  goals  for  instructional  programs  such  as 
social  studies  and  science,  as  well^s  go^ls  for  service  programs 
such  as  counseling.     Further,  specific  measurable  objectives  for 
al\  of  these  program  areas  are  scheduled  for  completion  in 
October  1975. 

* 

B .  Local  Assessment^Ac-^ivities 

After  both  program  and  school  objectives  have  been  est.a- 
blished,  the  most  important'  tasks  faced  by  teachers  and  students 
are  to  determine  how  to  measure  these  objectives,  and  how  to  struc 
ture  each  child '3  instructional  program  based  on  those  me^ipres. 
To  accomplish  thepe  tasks,  the  Anne  Arundel  Covinty  Public  Schools 
developed  a  criterion-referenced  testing  program  in  lEi^ading  and 
mathematics  that  was  not  only  instructipnally  important  but  also 
instructidnally  unique  within  the  State  of  Maryland.     These  tests, 
administered  to  all  students  in  Grades  3-8,  provide  the  follow- 
ing services : 

•  A  measure  of  program  objectives  and  skills  for 

"  ^  each  child  —  those  mastered,  those  not  mastered, 

and  those  needing  further  improvement; 

•  A  cross-referenced  list  of  all  instructional 

'  ^  materials  in  the  coxanty  on  the  objectives  and 

skills  needed  to  be  met  by  a  paf-ticular  child; 
and 

» 

m    A  flexible  grouping  of  t>ie  children  within  a 
given  teacher's  classroom  according  to  skill 
strengths  and  weaknesses,  which  should  permit 
a  more  efficient  instructional  program. 

This  testing  program,  now  in  its  second  year,  is  unique 
in  Maryland.     Hopefully,  it  will  provide  a  continuing  vehicle  for 
the  practical  implementation  of  an  individualize^d  curriculum  for 
each  child. 


It  is  often  true  that  local  school  objectives  go  be- 
yond program  objectives  and  those,  too,  need  assessment.  Two 
schools  in  Anne  Arundel  County  are  currently  participating  in  a 
^•Pilot  Accountability  Program,"  which  is  directed  at  developing 
assessment  tools  ^q^t  the  school  level.     This  project,  under 
the  joint  sponsorship  of.  the  Maryland  State.  Teachers  Assc?- 
ciation,  the  National  Education  Association,  and  the  Maryland 
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Sta|:e  Department  of  Education,  is  being  cbnducted  at  Southern 
Senior  High  School  and  Marley  Glen  Special  School.     Its  task 
is  fundamentally  that  of  carrying  accountability  to  the  smallest 
local  unit,  which  peirmits  schools  to  directly  meet  and  measure 
their  own  stated  objectives. 


Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  , Result! 


Now  that  the  second  year  of  testing  is  completed,  two 
questions  arifee: 

y  ♦         !•    What  do  two  years  of  test  scores  indicate?  * 

2.     What  educational  steps  can  be  taken  to  maintain 
high  perfoirmance  and  raise  low  performance? 

The  answer  to  the  first  question  is  that  the  two  years 
of  test  scores  indicate  stable  performance  by  the  children  of 
Anne  Arundel  County.    Both  years  of,  testing  show  that  the  educa- 
tional programs  utilized  throughoi^t  the  county  have  facilitated, 
in  general,  the  perfoirmance  of  the  children*  of  Anrie  Arundel 
County  at^  expected.  l^'Gfvels.     There  are  small  variations  in  the 
two  years  of  test, scdres  as  one  examines  various  individual 
schools.     However,  most  of  these  variations  ar,e  small  (e.g.,  a 
part  of  a  month,  or  even^ a *whole  month)   and  could  be  and  should 
be  attributed  to  mere  chance  and  the  error  of  the  testing  instru- 
ment.    Thus,  one  may  temporarily  conclude  that  the  test  scores 
from  last  year  to  this  year  have  shown  stability  in  performance. 

An  examination  of  the  .second  question  is  being  con- 
ducted by  ,the  Process  Accountability  Committee  that  represents 
seven  Maryland  cotinties  including  Anne  Arundel.     Under  the  di- 
i^ection  of  the  Maryland  State  department  of  Education,  the  commit- 
tee is  attempting  to  isolate  those  educational  factors,  and  in- 
gredients that  can  be  altered  at  the  school  level ^which  will 
improve^  instruction.     Concurrently,  Anno  Arundel  County  has  'con- 
tinued to  pursue  similar  studies  begun  in  the  past.  Hopefully, 
the  local  level  and  state  level  studies  will  produce  definitive 
results  that  indicate  which  educational  factors  should  be  changed 
in  our  schools.  s  ' 


D.  N  Program  Modification  Activities 

The  first  year  results  of  accountability  led  to  an  in- 
creased priority  placed  on  reading.     Reading  now  is  emphasized 
on  a  K-12  scope  with  renewed  interest  placed  in  having  a  dual 
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focus  program,  i.e.,  a  highly  intensive  development  of  reading_^  . 
Skills  in- the  elementary  years,  and  maintenance  and  remediatron 
of  skills  during  the  later  years. 

Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  or 
Program  and  Services* . 

1 

Lest  it  be  forgotten,  the  accoxintability  prograM  is  a 
state-mandated  program.     Thus,  the  resources  needed  bo  implement 
the  program  must  *be^  provided  by  each  local  uhit*     The  taxpayer  . 
must  realize  that  these  resources \mean  money  and  the  larger  the 
school  system,  the  higher  the  bill».     Last  year,  nearly  25,000 
students  participated  in  accountability  testing  in  Anne -Arundel 
County.     ThilS  massive  program'  requires  support  of  thfe  following 
types  of  resources:     test  materials;  class  time  including  stu- 
dent, teacher,  and  administrator;  data  processing  services  (e.g.^ 
system  analysts,  programmers,  and  computer  time  to  process, 
score,  and  record  eight  subtests  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills 
(ITBS)  t)n  25,000  students,  or  a  total  processing  of  200,000  test6 
and  scores)  and  analyses  of  the  results. 

This  program  is  expensive  and  since  the  school  system's 
budget  is  finite,  an  increasing  price  tag  for  accountability 
often  means  decreases  elsewhere. 

p.  General  Cotnments 

The  high  cost  of  accountability  demands  that  it  become 
an  integral  functioning  part  of  the  instructional  system.  It 
must  allow  students  and  schools  a  viable  assessment  of  their 
progress  and  provide  a  method  of  plotting  their  instructional 
directions.     This  means  that  data  must  be  accurate,  qui,ckly  re- 
turnable, and  accepted  for  planning.     It  should  be  noted  that 
test  data  in  Anne  Arundel  County  is  currently  returned  to 
students,  parents,  and  schools  in  less  than  one  month.  Strategies 
for  making  instructional  decisions,  using  the  ITBS  data  as  one.  of 
many  resources,  is  also  being  studied  (see  Section  C) .  . 

i 

One  area  in  which  the  Maryland  State  Department  of 
Education  should  receive  positive-  recognition  is  in  the  method 
of  data  analysis  —  multiple .regression.     This  selection  has  not ' 
been  without  controversy,  for  although  it  is  an  analysis  that  is 
fair  to  all  schools  in  Maryland  and  also  permits  schooL  compari- 
sons, it  is  abstruse  to  the  layman. 

Both  the  layman  and  thSL  press  are  often  miielead  by  the 
abstrusiveness  of  the  analysis  technique  and  -the  complexities 
of  the  test.     Specifically,  there. are  two  major  sources  of  error 
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in  the  data  that  often  cause  '  xde  misunderstandings  among  the 
public.    Fiorst,  if  one  were  to  take  any  group  of  children  and 
a'dminister  a  test  (e.g^.,  the  ITBS)  and  then  retest  the  same  child- 
ren with  an  equivalent  version  of  the  same  test  one  or  two  days 
later,  one  would  find  that  the  scores  were  not  identical  and 
varied  slightly.     In  fact,  s6ores  could  vary  from  one  Jto  six  months 
depending  on  the  age  and  grade  of  the  child.     This  does  not  indi- 
cate that  children  actually  gained  or  lost  knowledge  miraculously, 
but  rather  that  current  testing  instruments  just  are  not  that  I 
accurate.     (in  fact,  this  phenomenon  is  so  well  known  to  test 
makers,  it  is  called  Standard  Error  of  Measurement.)     Thus,  a 
score  of  3.6  in  vocadaulary  for  a  third-grade  child  could  be 
interpreted  as  a  score  in  the  range  of  3.3  tO'3.9,  but  a  more 
accurate  .measure  is  not  possible  with  one  test. 

The-*  second  source  of  error  occura  when  all  the  student 
scores  are  combined  to  find  the  school  mean  because,  just  as 
each  student  score  contributes  to  the  mean,  so  does  his  Standard 
Error  o£  Measurement  associated  with  that  score.     It , ^therefore, 
follows  that  it  is  absurd  for  the\Btate,to  report  school  Scores 
as'3.61.     If  a  child's  score  is  3.Bi  +3  months,  a  school  score 
cannot  possibly  be  more  accurate .     A  few  months'  deviation  in 
scores  is  probably  not  too  important,  and  only  the  foolhardy 
consider  a  part  of  a  month  important.     Those  scores  that  do 
differ  significantly  from  others  beyond  chance  and  beyond 'the 
Standard  Error  of  Measurement  have  been  marked  ^with  an  asterisk. 
Other  scores  should  be  contrasted  with  caution. 
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TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  - 


ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 
-  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     fpHHUNITY  CH*K*CTt:RlSTlCS 


(I) 

TOTAL 
MPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED.  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

327t894 

13,313 

7.2  I 

(4)  * 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS  it^j 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER  'V 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

12.2 

12.1 

1.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF   SEPTEMBER.   197«r ) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLJftNT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

10) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHI^NG 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

77,9j.l 

»12.<i79 

1 

il9.4Ae 

0.9 

18.7 

(11)  . 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RAT  10 

(^3) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

2  3.  3< 

19.  5 

93. OX 

/ 


V  C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS    (FOR  1973-197<»   SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFF  ICE 
ADMINI STRAT ION 

(1*002.13 

1770. 2<. 

76. 9X 

126.59 

■  r-  

(18)  1 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES^ 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19)  • 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXf^DlTURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.9X 

113,37 

1.3t 

♦  SEE  CHAr»TER  3.   PAGES  60-65.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


4  ij  h 


O  111 


ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL        NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  Am  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCBRES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE+ 


(1) 

^(21 

(3) 

(4) 

SKILL 

NUMBER  OF  . 

PERCENT  OF 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

STUDENTS 

SCHOOLS 

ARtAS 

GRADE 

ENROLirO 

TFSTED 

TFSTPD 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORES 
(SAS) 


(6) 

t7) 

AVERAGE 
GRADE 

STANDARD 

EQUIVALENT 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

'    (  SD) 

SCORES 

DEVIATION 

(ftr) 

VOCABlJlARY 


6211 


6^35 


98.63 


93.0/1 


READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 


9  . 


91.73 
97.28 


72 


15 


6211 


6^35 


5910' 


98.62 


'93.19 


91. 66 


13 
73 


lUJLi 


102.5 


\15J8_ 


102.6 


lolo 


15.62 


72 


15 


13 


101.3 


102.5 


102.6 


102.0 


16  J6 
15.67 


i.6U 


^5.38 


6.88 


15.78, 


15.62 


16.36 


8.^ 
3.67 


i;55 


1.90 


5.31 


2.03 
1.21 


l.ii5 


6.98 


1.68 


8.38 


'  1,87 


(3) 
SPELLING 

3 

97.  35 

73 

101.3 

15.67 

4.12 

1.38 

5 

6211 

98.71 

72 

102.5 

15.78 

5.^5 

1.74 

6435 

92.63 

15 

102.6 

15.62 

6.84 

2.10 

5910 

91.93 

13  • 

102 . 0 

16.36 

8.2^ 

2.33 

(4) 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

5482 

97.30 

73  ' 

101.  3 

15.67  * 

3.81 

1.30 

5 

6211 

98.68 

72 

102.5 

15.78 

5.39 

1.64 

7 

6435 

92.76 

15 

102.6 

15.62 

6.75  , 

1.99 

9 

5910 

91.  r8 

13 

102.0 

16.  36 

8.18 

2.2^ 

(5) 

PUNCTJUATION 

5482 

97»30 

73 

101.3 

15.  6T 

3.92 

1.41 

5 

6211 

98.62 

72  ^ 

102.5 

5.40 

1.57 

7 

6435 

9^.62 

15 

102^ 

15,62 

6.67 

1.99 

9 

5910 

91.64 

13 

102.0 

16.36 

'  ,8.13 

.2.30 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3«  PAGES  66-67',  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLEt 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LEI^T  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  B.Y  GRADE*   (CONTINUED)  ^ 


skill'  i 

-  AREAS 

(1) 

GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4)- 

NUMBER  OF 
V  SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(^) 

AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS)" 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(71 
AVERAGE 

GRADE 

equivaRnt 

SCORES 
(GE ) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
( S-D) 

(6) 

96  ■  95 

73 

101.3 

15.67 

3.77 

1.37 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

5 

6211 

98.66 

72 

102.5 

15.78 

5.42 

1.71 

7 

6435 

92.32 

15 

102.6 

15.62 

6.97 

2.00  ^ 

9 

5910 

91.47  * 

13  ' 

102  .  0 

16.36 

8.29 

2.22 

(7) 

•  3 

 1-  

5^*82  > 

96.66 

73 

101.3 

15.67 

3.90 

1.19 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

5 

62ll 

98.26 

72 

102.5 

15.78  . 

5.^15 

*  1.^15 

7 

90.75 

15 

102.6 

15.62 

6.82 

9 

5Q10 

8^5. 63 

13  • 

102.0 

IP. 36 

8.2^ 

-  1 

3 

5A82 

97.08 

73 

lOX .  3 

15.67 

3.65 

1.52 
 f  

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

'5  . 

6211 

*  98.42  ^ 

72 

102 . 5 

15.78 

5.51 

1.69 

7 

6435 

'  92.74 

15 

102 . 6 

15.62 

7.23 

1.77 

^  9 

5910 

91.22 

t  13 

102 .0^ 

16.36 

8.62 

1.94 

(9) 

3 

5482 

97.10 

73 

101.3 

15.67 

3.58 

1.11 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

5 

6211 

98.47 

72 

102.5 

Ti5.78 

5.38 

1.3Q 

,  7 

6435 

93.19 

15 

102.6 

15.62 

6.99 

1.67 

9 

59^1,0 

91.27 

13 

102.0 

16.36 

8.31 

1.87 

(10) 

3 

5W 

.  97.08 

73 

•  101.3 

15.67  ' 

3.63 

.99 

"MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

6211  ^ 

98.39 

72 

102.5 

15.78 

5A5 

1.27 

7  ' 

*92.5'< 

.  15 

102.6 

15.62 

7.09 

l'.57 

9 

5910 

.90.90 

13 

102.0 

16^36 

vl.77 

♦  SE^  CHAPTER  -3.  PAGES  '68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  'COUNTY 


TABLE  2 


SYSTEM  .LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I   (1973-1974)  WITH 
YEAR   II    (1974-1975)   DATA   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHdOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

100.2 

■  101.3 

5 

100.3 

102.5 

7 

102.3 

102.6 

9 

103.6 

102.0 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.57 

3.60 

5 

5.10 

5.38 

7  ^ 

6.96 

6.88 

9  . 

8.51 

.8.16  . 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 '.SI 

3.67 

5 

5.36 

5.31 

7 

6.93  , 

6.98 

9 

8.12 

8.38 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

3.99 

3.90  . 

5 

5.10 

5.15 

1 

6.87 

6-.  82 

9 

8.21 

8.21 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.55 

3.63 

5 

5.18 

5.15 

7 

7.10 

7.09 

9 

8.61 

8.17 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  70-71,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOP.  INTERPRETIMG  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  1  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (ANNAPOLIS  ELEMENTARY  -  FERNDALE) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOO-L  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  ^OOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

0 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPFRIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDI AN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(111 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(S) 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

•I' 

p-6 

314 

27  •  3 

94 . 3 

10 . 5 

1.0 

12.9 

10.5 

17.4 

21.0 

12.4 

10,262 

ARNOLD  ELEMENTARY 

K"6 

690 

25.5 

94.4 

25.0 

2.0 

12.3 

15.3 

22.2  * 

10.6 

12.5 

12,968 

BELLE  GROVE  ELEMENTARY 

1-6 

266 

26.6 

94.5 

9.0 

1.0 

10.3 

12.0 

4O.0 

3.1 

10.5 

11,463 

BELVEDERHkELEHENTARY 

/ 

1-5 

718 

22.8 

94.4 

29.5 

2.0 

11.7 

9.5 

15.9 

5.8 

12.3 

13,031 

BENFIELD 

K-6 

653*^ 

24.7 

95.6 

25.4 

1.0 

12.2 

30.6 

26.1 

3.3 

12.4 

14,927  . 

BODKIN  ELEMENTARY 

K-6 

887 

26.2 

94.2 

31.8 

2.0 

•9.5 

30.0 

20.7 

3.3 

12.1 

12,177 

BROCK  BRIDGE 

K-6 

589 

25.1 

95,4 

21.5 

2.0 

4.6 

19  .'9 

10.6 

1.5 

12.4 

12,2  82 

r 

BROOKLYN  PARK  ELEMENTARY 

K-6 

648 

20.3 

95.6 

30.0 

2.0 

13.3 

20.5 

31.3 

9.0 

10.2 

10,920 

CAPE  ST  CLAIR 

K-5 

928 

24.7 

93.3 

35.5 

2.0 

9.2 

21.5 

29.3 

6.0 

12.4 

12,495 

CARRIE  R  UEEDON 

K-6 

166 

25.5 

94.4 

5.5 

1.0 

15.1 

22*3 

15.4 

14.3 

12.0 

10,637 

CENTRAL 

K-6 

729 

21.4 

95.7 

32.0 

2.0 

9.4 

23.8 

41.2 

4«8 

12.3 

11,922 

CROFTON 

K-6 

562 

25.5 

93.9 

21.0 

1.0 

7.9 

22.7 

7.1 

12.4 

16,91.7 

CROFTON  WOODS 

K-6 

•  56 

26.8 

94.0 

30.0 

2.0 

7.5 

16.0 

15.6 

3.4 

12.  B 

17,602 

DAVXDSONVILLE 

K-6 

$66 

24.1 

94.4 

22.5 

1.0 

10.5 

23.0 

17.0 

10.4. 

12.0 

11,462 

DEALE 

K-6 

200 

23.5 

94.4 

7.5 

1.0 

10.5 

11.0 

11.8 

4.9 

12.1 

10,421 

EASTPORT 

P-6 

33S  ' 

28.2 

93.1 

11*0 

1.0 

11.3 

9.2 

3^.3 

9.9 

12.3 

11,373 

EDCEWATER 

K-6 

630  < 

25.2 

95.6 

24.0 

1.0 

11.5 

22.0 

28.0 

4.7 

12.2 

11,746 

PERNDALE 

♦  K-6 

324 

23.8 

96.9 

12.6 

1.0 

9.9 

26.0 

29.4 

6i5 

11.4 

11,597 

^  SEE  CHAPTER  3»  PAGES  72-73»  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PRQVIDED  IN  THIS  TA3LE. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (ANNAPOLIS  ELEMENTARY-FERNDALE ) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENJ  SCORES ,  BY  ^ 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BA^D  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  '  ^ 


ANNE  AKUNULL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSIEH 


Skill  areas 


VOCABULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 

LAND Er-'CE 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


GE 


DlFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND . 
NORM 


GE 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE 
EljCE 

GE 


MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE 
ENCE 

GE 


MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


ANNAPOLIS  ELEMENTAMY  3 


106,1 
100,9 


3,75 

5.o^ 


3,93 
5,20 


-.15 
-.16 


3.96 
5,10 


i».01 


.05 
-14 


3.9r 
5.26 


4.39 
.  5.4B 


-.48 
-.22 


3.79 
5.20 


3.97 
5.46 


-.Ifl 
-.26 


AKNOLU  ELEMENTARY  3 


9ft. ^ 
104,5 


3.91 

5.ao 


3.43 
5,52 


4  .40 
♦  .28 


3.93 
5.7^ 


3.4ft 
5.b5 


♦  .45 

♦  .23 


4.16 
5.67 


3.ft7 
.5.78 


♦  .29 
-.11 


3.63 
5.9ft 


3.51 
5.74 


"♦.12 
♦  ,^4 


BELLE  GROVE  ELEMENTA  3 
5 


105,5 
102,1 


3.70 
b.49 


3.89 
5.31 


.19 
.1ft 


3.97 
5.27 


3.97 
&.34 


♦  .00 
-.07 


4.70 
5.54 


4.35 
5.5ft 


♦  .35 
-.04 


3.92 
5.97 


3.93 
5.55 


-.01 
♦  .42 


BELVEDERE  ELEMENTARY  3 
5, 


100,7 
104,6 


3.ft7 
5.71 


3.5ft 

-5.53 


♦  .a9 

♦  .18 


4,04 
5,5ft 


5.65 
5.b5 


♦  .39 

♦  .03 


4.13 
5.55 


4.03 
5.79 


♦  .10 
-.24 


3.ft3 
5.76 


3.65 
5.75 


♦  .1ft 

♦.oi 


BENFIEED 


112,1 
109,2 


4.50 
6.47 


4,31 
5,93 


♦  .19 

♦  .54 


4.ftft 
6.35 


4.41 
5.94 


♦  .47 

♦  .41 


5.03 
6.72 


4.79 
6.17 


♦  .24 

♦  •55 


4.5ft 
6.61 


4.31 
6.12 


♦.27 
♦  ,1»9 


BODKIN  ELEM 


102,9 
103,0 


3.44 
5.35 


3,72 
5,39 


-.28 
-.04 


3.55 
5.30 


3.79 
5.42 


-.24 
-.12 


3.90 
5.31 


4.17 
5.65 


-.27 
-.34 


3.54 
5.67 


3.7ft 
5.62 


-.24 
♦  .05 


BROCK  BKIOGE 


102.5 
10ft, 2 


3.30 
5.70 


3,70 
5,ft4 


-.40 
-.14 


3,44 
5.56 


3.77 
5.ftb 


.33 
.30 


3.ft6 
5.92 


4.15 
6.09 


-.29 
-.17 


3.47 
5.59 


3.76 
6.04 


-.29 
-.45 


BROOKLYN  PARK  ElEMCN^ 3 


99.9 
96,6 


3.90 
5.47 


3.53 
4,ft2 


♦  .65 


3.95 
5,71 


3. 59 
4.Bft 


♦  .36 

♦  .83  * 


4.1ft 
5.5ft 


3.9ft 
5.12 


♦  .20 

♦  .46 


3.97 
5.6ft 


3.61 
5.11 


♦  .36 

♦  .57 


CAPE  ST  CLAIR 


99,7 
106,0 


3.65 
5.63 


3,52 
5,65 


♦  .13 
-.02 


3,79 
5,49 


3.5ft 
5.67 


♦  .Si 
-.1ft 


3.42 
5.59 


3.96 
5.91 


-.04 
-.32 


O.60 
5.59 


3.59 
5.ft6 


♦  .01 
-.27 


CARRIE  R  MEEDON 


9ft. 4 
107,7 


3.75 
5.17 


3,43 
5.ft0 


%.32 
-.63 


3.79 
5.62 


3.49 

5«ti2 


♦  .30 
-.20 


4.0ft 
5.43 


3.ftft 
6.05 


♦  .20 
-.62 


3.40 
5.25 


3.52 
6.00 


-*12 
-.75  ♦ 


CENTRAL 


102,7 
100,9 


3.65 
4.ft7 


J.71 
5.20 


-.06 
-.33 


3.63 
5.05 


3.7ft 
5.24 


-.15 
-.19 


3.83 
4.99 


4.16 
5.48 


-.33 
-.49 


3.56 
4.<^6 


3.77 
5.46 


-.21 
-.50 


CROFTON 


100. ft 
103.3 


3.ft9 
5.45 


3.59 
5.41 


♦  .30 
4  .04 


3.72 
5.34 


3.65 
b.44* 


♦  .07 
-.10 


4.01 
5.57 


4.04 
5.6ft 


.03 
.11 


3.62 
5.71 


3.66 
5.65 


-.04 
♦  .06 


CROFTON  twOODS 


105.3 
109.6 


3.ftl 
6.10 


3.88 
5.97 


-.07 
4.21 


3.93 
6.10 


3.95 
5.9ft 


-.02 
♦  .IZ 


3.ft4 
6.54 


4.33 
6«^1 


-.49 
♦  .33 


3.79 
S.ftO 


3.92 
6.15 


-.13 
-.35 


DAVIDSONVILLE 


102.5 
9ft. 6 


3.67 
5.39 


3.70 
5.00 


-.03 
♦  .39 


3.76 
5.02 


3.77 
5.05 


-.01 
-.03 


3.67 
5.0ft 


4.15 
5.^9 


-.4ft 
-.21 


3.51 
5.4ft 


3.76 
5.27 


-.25 
♦.21 


deale 


EA5TP0RT 


EOgewAter 


95.3 
101.0 


11.2 
95.6 


94.9 
97.4 


3.93 
b.l6 


3.36 
4.56 


3.36 
4.57 


3.23 
5.21 


3.61 
4.73 


3.21 
4.ft9 


4.7P  • 
-.05 


4.15 
-.32 


4.07 
5.51 


3.50 
4.61 


3.20 
4.70 


3.2ft 
5.^5 


3.68 
4.7^ 


3.26 
4.95  , 


♦  .79  • 

♦  •26 


.10 
.11^ 


.06 
.25 


4.07 
5.53  , 


3.88 
5.05 


3.42 
4.84 


3.67 
5.49 


4.06 
5.04 

3.64 
5.19 


♦  .40 

♦  .04 


-.18 
♦  .01 


-.22 
-.35 


3.84 
5.37 


3.44 
5.00 


3.39 
4.93 


3.34 
5.46 


3.68 
5.03 


3.32 
5.10 


♦  .50  ♦ 
-.09 


-.24 
-.03 


♦  .07 
-.25 


FERfiDAEE 


104.0 
105.2 


3.34 
b.55 


3.79 
5.58 


-.45 
-.03 


3.21 
5.34 


3»B7 
5.60 


-.66  « 
-.26 


3.75 
5.45 


4.2U 
!J.84 


-.50 
-.39 


3.46 
5.26 


3.84 
5.80 


-.38 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PACES  7A-75.  FOR  DEFlNlTlDN  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORESt  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRCTING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THTS  TAlLE.  .  / 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (FOLGER,  MCKINSEY  -  LAKE  SHORE) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LE^EL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


li 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRAI>E 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE > 

(4) 

TOTAL  Np* 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
STAFF^ 

MASTER  >S 
DEGREE 

OR  ABOVE 
,19) 

5CH00U 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
Dl SAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(J.0) 

MEDIAN 
EDUC A- 
TION  OF 
,MOf HER 
(11) 

MtDIAN 
FAMll Y 
INCUML 
($) 
(12) 

, TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(8) 

F0L6EK  MCKINSEY 

K-6 

625 

24,0 

/ 

94.9 

24.0 

2.0 

9.6 

11.5 

23.1 

1  n 
Ji .  u 

12.5 

14 

,660 

FORT  5MALLW00D 

K-6 

372 

22.5 

92.8 

■15.5 

1.0 

6.2 

18.0 

24. 2 

11  A 

0  .  o 

10 

,684 

rOUR  ocAbON 

K'-6 

743 

24*  8 

96.7 

29.0 

1«  0 

8.2 

24.9 

10.0 

5.3 

12.3 

12 

,728 

FREETOWN 

P~6 

440 

24.4 

93.2 

17.0 

1.0 

7.9 

9.0 

5.5  C 

7.3 

11.1 

10 

,446 

GEORGE  CROMWELL 

K-6 

500 

20.4 

95.4 

23.5 

1.0 

9.3 

22  .0 

22  jf 

3.4 

11.9 

11 

r53l 

GEORGETOWN  EAST 

y  738 

,21.7 

92.5 

32.0 

2.0 

8.7 

22.1  / 

^  20.6 

.6.0 

12.6 

13 

042 

GERMANTOWN  INTERMEDIATE 

5-6 

247 

19.6 

94.3 

11.6 

1.0 

7.4 

41.0^ 

52.4 

10.3 

12.3 

10 

738 

GERMANTOWN  PRIMARY 

K-^ 

547 

21.9 

94.5 

23.0 

2.0 

12.1 

32.7 

12.0 

11.4 

12.3 

10 

738  , 

GLEN  BURN IE  PARK 

K-6 

570 

23.7 

93.7 

23.1 

1.0 

12.9 

24.5 

8.3 

1.5 

12.2  12, 

443 

GLEND^  ' 

K-6 

797 

22.8 

92.8 

33.0 

2.0 

13.3 

19.9 

14 . 3 

?  .  9 

11.9 

11, 

066 

HARHAN 

K-6 

502 

19.7 

95.1 

24.5 

1.0 

7.5  , 

21.0 

15. 7 

mC  .  ^ 

10.8 

9635 

HIGH  POINT 

1-6 

355 

22.2 

93.9 

15.0 

1.0 

I.S 

35.0 

12 . 5 

9.7 

10.6 

11, 

04  5 

KILLSMERE 

K-6 

603 

• 

19.8 

95.3 

2».5 

1.0 

10.1 

19.8 

22 . 9 

2.2 

12.7 

14, 

518 

HILLTOP 

K-6 

691 

25.6 

9J^0 

25.0 

2.0 

7.5 

14.0 

37.0 

!S.5 

11.4 

11, 

604 

JAC015VILLE 

K-6 

599 

22.2 

94.1 

25.0 

2.0 

8.1 

17.5 

22.2 

5»6 

10.7 

10, 

512 

JE55UP 

K-6 

333 

20.1 

93.7 

15.6 

1.0 

10.0 

9.0 

42.2 

12.6 

11.3 

10, 

156 

JONES 

K-6 

198 

23.3 

94.2 

7.5 

1.0 

7.9 

9.0 

17.6 

11.6 

12.6 

15» 

851 

LAKE  SHORE 

K-6 

♦  73 

22.8 

93.9 

27.5 

2.0 

10.6 

12.9 

16.9 

.  9.6 

12.0 

11, 

591 

♦,SE6  CHAPTER  3.  PACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (FOLGER  MCKIN5EY  -  LAKE  SHORE) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL—  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRAJ)E  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKItL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  J^6E  SCORES* 

ANNE^  ARUNOCL  COUNTY  ^  ■ 


SCHOOL  SYblLH 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SKILL  AREAS 


VOCABULARY 

GRADE  AVERAGt  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  CpMPMENENSlON 


lanouaoe  total 




MATHEMATICAL  TOJAL 


DIFFCR-  AVFRAGC     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


CnCE 


GE 


LANU 
NORM 


LNCL 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DTFFCR- 

fMCp- 


folger  mckinsey 


3  109. ^ 
5  110,6 


4.29 
6.61 


«».  1<* 
6,07 


4.15 

4.5a 


^.3l 

6.?0 


^.2^ 
b.oe 


4.  on 

4.1? 


H.AH 

6.56 


<*.61 
6.31 


4.23 
4.25 


4.56 
6.51 


«.16 
6.25 


4  ,(|0 

4,26 


FORT  SMALLWOOD 


3  100.1 
5  99.0 


3.37 
5.10 


3.5^ 
5.03 


-.17 

4.1*1 


3.72 
5.m 


3.60 
5.06 


4.12 
4.06 


3.65 
5.06 


3.99 
5.32 


-.3«» 
-.26 


3.53 
5.36 


3.62 
5.31 


-.09 
4.05 


FOUR  SEASON 


3  105.0 
5  109.4 


3.79 
b.02 


3.91 
5.95 


-.1? 
-.13 


3.79 
5.78 


3.99 
5.96 


-.20 
-.18 


<».?0 
6.22 


H.37 
6.19 


-.17 
4.03 


3,6e 
5.63 


3.95 
6.13 


-.27 
-.50 


FHEETOWN 


3  96.7 
5  101.0 


3.15 
4.03 


3.32 
5.21 


-.17 
-.3(T 


3.37 
5.07 


3.30 
5.25 


-.01 
-.18 


3.66 
5.27 


3,76 
b.49 


.10 
.22 


5.15 
5«22 


3.42 
5.46 


-.27 
-.24 


CtORGE  CKOMWIlLL 


3  104.1 
5  103.2 


3.74 
5.34 


3.80 


-.06 
-.06 


3.55 
5.37 


3.07 
5.44 


-.32 
-,07 


3.94 
5.35 


4.25 
5.67 


-.31 
-.32 


3.76 
5.61 


3.85 
5.64 


-.09 
-.02^ 


GtORGtTOWN'^EAST 


94.2 
98.8 


3.25 
5.11 


3.16 
5.01 


4  .09 
4.10 


3.33 
5.08 


3.21 
5.06 


♦  .12 
4.02 


3.62 
5.27 


3.60 
5.30 


4.02 
-.03 


3.22 
5.09 


3.28 
5.29 


-.06 
-.20 


etRMAuTOwN  INTERM 

glrmantown  primary 
clen  burn IE  Park 


99.3 
97.2 


3  100.3 
5  104.0 


4.95 


3.50 


3.70 


5.06 
5.35 


3.55 
5.47 


-.11 

4,15 


4.15 

4.09 


4.89 
3.56 


-  3.63 
5.24 


3.41'  . 


3.62 
5.50 


-.22 
4.15 


4.01 

-.26 


3.69 


3.96 
5.61 


5.35 


3.80 


4.00 
5.74' 


.36 


-.11 


-.04 
-.13 


5.23 
3.52 


3.55 
5.51 


5.33 
J.'45 


3.63 
5.70 


-.10 
♦  .07 


-.08 
-.19 


glenoale 


3  102.3 
5  104.4 


3.69 
b.42 


3.68 
5.51 


4.01 

-.09 


3.73 
5.30 


3.75 
b.54 


-.0? 
-.24 


3«76 
5.34 


4.13 
5.77 


-.37 
-.43 


•3.52 
5.42 


3.75 
5.74 


-.23 
-.32 


HARMAN 


3  97.7 
5  100.5 


3.49 
b.27 


3.39 
5.16 


4.10 
4.11 


3.48 
5.28 


3.44 
5.21 


4.04 
4.07 


3.77 
5.20 


3.83 
b.45 


-.06 
-.25 


3.54 
5.25 


3.48 
5.42 


4.06 
-.17 


HUH  POINT 


3  93.8 
5  99.2 


3.24 
4V.97 


3.14 
5.05 


4.10 

-.08 


3.28 
4.68 


3.18 
5.10 


4.10 
-.42 


3.42 
4.99 


3.57 
5.34 


-.15 
-.35 


3.24 
5.08 


3.25 
5.32 


-.01 
-.24 


HILlSMERE 


3  101.8 
5  9A.9 


3.69 
4.92 


3.65 
5.02 


4.04 
-.10 


3.69 
5.02 


3.72 
5.07 


T.03 
-.05 


4.17 
5.48 


4,'10 
5«31 


4.07 
♦  .17 


3.70 
5.55 


3.72 
5.30 


-.02 
4.25 


HILLTOP 


3  103.1 
5  107,0 


3.60 
5.3b 


3.73 
5.74 


-.13 
-.39 


3.63 
5.08 


3.81 
5.76 


-.18 
-.60  • 


4.29 
5.31 


4.19 
5.99 


4.10 
-.68 


4.06 
5.72 


3.79 
5.94 


♦.27 
-.22 


uacobsvilLe 


3  101.9 
b  98.2 


3.40 
9.94 


3.66 
4.96 


-.26 
-.02 


3.41 
4.70 


3.73 
5.01 


.32 
.23 


3.71 
4.A2 


^.11 
5.25 


-.40- 
-.43 


3.47 
4.82 


3.72 
5.24 


-.2i 
-.42 


JCSSUP 


3  99.8 
5  98.8 


3.27 
4.98 


3.52 
5.01 


-.25 
-.03 


3.41 
5.01 


3.58 
5.06 


-.17 
-.05 


3.53 
5.00 


3.97 
5.30 


-.4* 
-.22 


3.24 
5.08 


3.60 
5.29 


-.36 
-.21 


JONES 

LAKE  SHONE 


3  il2.4 
5  100.3 


3  100.3 
5  99.9 


4.11 
b.79 


3.25 
b.l4 


4.33 
b.lb 


3.5b 
5.11 


-.22 


-.30 
4.03 


4.  27 
5.64 


3.41 
5.13 


4.43 
5.19 


3. 62 
5.16 


-.16 
♦  .^5 


-.21 
-.03 


4.95 
5.80 


3.11 
5.29 


4.81 
5.43 


4.00 
5.40 


♦.14 
♦  .37 


-.09 
-.11 


4.32 
5.66 


3.55 
5.05 


4.33 
5.41 


3.63 
5.38 


-.01 
♦  .25 


-.08 
-.33 


#  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7^-75,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF. TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AN© 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAJLE. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (LINTHICUM  -  POINT  PLEASANT) 

TABLE  3.  '  SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADt 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
.  HENT 
(2) 

PUP  I L/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

TOTAL 

NO* 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPERIE/JCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER  *  S 

DCGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
T ION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11)  » 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
iNCOMt 

112) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADM I N . 

(8) 

LINTHICUH 

K-6 

22.5 

95.4 

23.0 

1.0 

1.9 

22.0 

16.7 

1.5 

12.0 

13 

240 

LOTHIAN 

P- 

-3 

23.2 

92.3 

10.0 

1.0 

6.0 

10.0 

10.5 

11.9 

12.0 

10 

•  072 

^  MANOR  VIEW 

K-6 

•  56 

27.2 

95.5 

"29.5 

2.0 

7.7 

17.  0 

22.2 

6.2 

12.4 

7407 

MARLEY 

K- 

-6 

400 

19.5 

93.1 

24.0 

1.0 

7.5 

24. 1 

16.0 

7.5 

11.6 

10 

501 

MARYLAND  CiTY 

K- 

-6 

572 

23.0 

^5.^0 

23.9 

1.0 

7.2 

26 . 0 

12.0 

6.6 

12.3 

12 

250 

MAYO 

K- 

-6 

396 

24.7 

95.6 

14.0 

2.0 

9.7 

31.9 

10.7 

2.6 

12.4 

12 

113^ 

MEADE  HEIGHTS  t 

K- 

-6 

304 

20.4 

95.4 

12.5 

1.0 

9.3 

23. 0 

14.0 

5.7 

12.3 

7699 

MILLERSVILLE 

K- 

-6 

731 

22.0 

94.1 

30.0 

2.0 

9.7 

7.7 

11.7 

0.3 

12.3. 

12 1 

026 

NORTH  GLEN 

K- 

-6 

435 

20.7 

91.0 

20.0 

1.0 

11 . 0' 

39 . 0 

,28.6 

7.9 

11.9 

11, 

407 

OAK  HILL 

K- 

•6 

705 

27.6 

94.6 

23.5 

2.0 

7.7 

9o  n 
.  u 

25.5 

10*7 

12.5 

15 

317 

OAKWOOD 

-6 

376 

15.7 

92.7 

23.0 

1.0 

0.4 

20. 0 

20.1 

3.3 

12.0 

10 

974 

ODENTON 

K- 

•6 

507 

22.0 

95.4 

22.0 

1.0 

0.4 

20.1 

13.Q 

5.6 

12.3 

11 

900 

OVERLOOK 

K- 

•6 

430 

20.9 

94.0 

20.0 

1.0 

10.1 

15.9 

19.0 

4.0 

11.3 

12 

532 

PARK  ELEMENTARY 

K-6 

599 

23.0 

94.0 

24.0 

2.0 

6.5 

13.5 

19.2 

2.7 

10  i  4 

10 

i296 

MROLE 

K- 

'« 

613 

23.7 

95.7 

23.9 

..0/ 

7.6 

27.5 

19.3 

10.  e 

12.3 

11 

1  076 

MSADENA 

K- 

•6 

521 

21.7 

93.6  , 

23.0 

1.0 

11.3 

12.0 

25.0 

1.7 

1^2.0 

12 

.512 

{ 

PERSHING  HILL  ^ 

K-6 

543 

21.7 

95.0 

■24.0 

1.0 

12.7 

17.4 

20.0 

5.9 

12.4 

7407 

POINT  PLEASANt 

K-4 

If  130 

24.2 

93.4 

45.0 

2.0 

7.1 

22.0 

19.1 

3.2 

11.6 

11 

i51t 

•  see  CHAPTER  3(  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TEI^HS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DAT*  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY  (LINTHICUM  -  POINT  PLEASANT) 


TABLE  4*     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES r  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

ANNC  ARUNUtL  COUNTY 
SC»K>OL  SYblbH 

Skill  areas 


SCHOOL  NAME. 


VOCABULARY 


RCAOINO  COMPRCMPNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVE.RAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      OlFFfR-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER- 


SAS 


6E 


LAND  EnCF 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ence 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


.ENCE 


lintHicuh 


9  X0t|.6 
5  107,2 


4.05 
6.26 


3. A3 
5,76 


4.22 
♦  •50 


4,30 
5,74 


3.91 
5.77 


♦  ;3P 

-.03 


4.66 
5*65 


4.29 
6.01 


♦  .37 

-^.36 


4.23 
5.75 


^.88 

5.96 


♦  ,35 
-.21 


LOTHIAN 
MANOR  VUW 


97, ft 


3  102,6 
5  101,7 


3,27 


3.41 
5,27 


3,39 


3,70 
!>.27 


.12 


-.29 
♦  .00 


3.30 


3,56 
5,46 


3.45 


3.77 
5.31 


.07 


-.21 
♦  •17 


3.67 


3t64 

5,56 


3.84 


4,15 
5.55 


-.17  3,30 


-.51 
♦  .01 


3.49  , 
5.34  * 


3.4a 


3.76 
5.52 


-.18 


-.27 
-.18 


marley 


3  96,0 
5  99,4 


3.36 
4,81 


3,28 
5,07 


♦  .00 
-.26 


3,26 
4.73 


3.33 
5.11 


-.07 
-•3ft 


3.33 
4,7ft 


3.72 
5.35^ 


-.39 
-.57 


3.01 
4.79 


3.3ft 
5.34 


-.37 
-.55 


MARYLAND  CITY 


3  93.^ 
5    103, ft 


3.23 
5.47 


3.12 
5,46 


♦  .11 

♦  .01 


3.44 
5,22 


3.16 
5.49 


♦  .2S 
-.27 


3.63 
5.44 


3.55 
5.72 


♦  .Oft 
-.2ft 


3.21 
5.49 


3.24 
5,69 


-,03 
-.20 


MAYO 

KI^ADE  HEIGHTS 

millehSville  ELEM 


3  101,9 
5  104,2 


3  102,0 
5  1U4,7 


3  102,0 
5  100,9 


3.96 
6.07 


3.77 
5.53 


3.66 
5.32 


3,66 
5,49 


3,66 
5.54 


3.66 
S,20 


♦  .30 

♦  .5ft 


♦  .11 
-.01 


♦  .00 

♦  .12 


4,16 
5,76 


3.ftl 
5,36 


3,73 
5,21 


3.73 
5.52- 


3t73 
S^.56 


3.73 
5,24 


♦  .43 

♦  .24 


♦  .Oft 
-.20 


♦  .00 
-.03 


4.39 
6.03 


4.30 
5.63 


3.73 
5.42 


4.11 
5.76 


4.12 
5.ft0 


4.12 
5.4ft 


♦  .2ft 

♦  .27 


♦  •Ift 
-.17 


.39 
.0^ 


4.0ft 
6.43 


4.15 
6.0ft 


3.73 
5.ft5 


3.72 
5,72 


3.73 
5.76 


3.73 
5.46 


♦  •36 
+  .71  • 


♦  .42 

♦  .32 


♦  .00 

♦  .39 


NORTH  GL£N 


OAK  HILL 


3  9ft, 0 
'5  101.4 


3  10ft. 6 
5  1U7,4 


3.23 
5.03 


3.70 
5.71 


3.41 
b,24 

4,09 
5,77 


.lA 
.21 


-.39 
-.06 


3,32 
5,07 


3.95 
5,69 


3.46 
5.26 


4.1ft 
5.79 


-.14 
-•21 


-.23 
-.10 


3.52 
5.22. 


3.A5 
5. AO 


3.ft5 
5.52 


4,55 
6.02 


.33 
•  30 


-.70  ♦ 
-.22 


3.16 
5^30* 


3.ft5 
5.ft6 


3.50 
5.50 


4.11 
5.97 


-.34 
-.20 


-,26 
-.11 


OAKWOOD 


3  97,7 
5      9ft,  6 


3.65 
5^07 


3.39 
5,00 


♦  .26 

♦  V07 


3,6ft 
4,92 


3.44 
5,0b 


♦  .24 

j-^13 


4.10 
5.0ft 


3.03 
5.29 


♦  .27 
-.21 


3.72 
5.36 


3.4ft 
5.27 


♦  .24 

♦  .09 


ODENTON 


3  102.3 
5    106, ft 


3.72 
5.19 


3,6A 
5.72 


♦  .04 
-.53 


3.73 
5,3ft 


3.75 
5.74 


•  02 
.36 


3. AO 
5,24 


4.13 
5.97 


-.33 
-.73  ♦ 


3.54 
$.30 


3.75 
5.93 


.21 
,63  • 


OVERLOOK 


3  103, ft 
5  1U4,7 


3. A3 
5.65 


3.7ft 

5..54 


♦  .05 

♦  .11 


3.59 
5,53 


3.ft5 
5.56 


•  26 
.03 


3.62 
5.64 


4.23 
5.ft0 


-.61 
-.16 


3.66 
5.49 


3*ft3 
5,76 


-•17 

-.27 


^ARK  ELEMEWTAHY 


3  95.7 
5  100,9 


3.^5 
4,93 


3.26 
5,20 


-.01 
-.27 


3,27 
5,02 


3.31 
5.24 


.04 

•  22 


3.1^ft 
5.10 


3.70 
5.4ft 


-.22 
-.3ft 


3.31 
4.99 


3.36 
5.46 


-,05 
-.47 


PAROLE 


3  9S.6 
5  99.1 


3.15 
4.97 


3,M 
5,04 


-.36 
-.07 


3,34 
5.01 


3.57 
5.09 


.23 
.OA 


3.44 
5.17 


3.96 
5.33 


-.52 
-.16 


3.2ft 
5.35 


3.59 
5.31 


-.31 
♦  .04 


PASADENA 
P&RSHINO  HILL 
F01N7  PL^AbANT 


3  lOO.ft 
5  102.2 


3  106,5 
5  107.5 


3  103.1. 
5    102. r 


3.64 
5.ft0 


4.10 
b.57 


3.60 
5^52 


3.59 
5.31 


3.95 
5.70 


3.73 
5.31 


I  ^.05 
4.49 


♦  .15 
-•21 


-•13 
♦  •21 


3.51 
5.44 


5.77 


3.61 
S.36 


3.65 
5.35 


4.03 
5^00 


3.ftl 
5.34 


-.14 
♦  •09 


♦  .26 
-.03 


-•20 
4.02 


3^nl 
5.72 


4.4(V 
5.ft6 


3^A5 
5«30 


4.04 
5.59 


4.41 
6.03 


4.19 
5. 5ft 


-.23 
♦  .13 


4.07 
-.17 


-•34 
-•20 


3.63 
5.73 


4.06 
5^7ft 


3^65 
5^42 


3.66 
5.56 


3.99 
5.98 


3.79 
5.55 


-.03 
♦.17 


♦  .07 
-.20 


-.24 
-.13 


*  JSLS^?^^^'*  ^*  ^^^^^  74-75.  ^0R  DKPINITIDN  OF  TE^HSt  EXPLANATION  OP  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCDHPANYINC        ffereNCE**  SCORES.  ANP 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 

o  i4r)  '  . 
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^ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY   ( QUARTERF I  ELD  -  WEST  ANNAPOLIS) 

TABLE  3.  /  SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE  ^ 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

ACr  CHILDRCN 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I- 
ZAT I  ON 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

HI^NT 

(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEAfVS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION of' 
MOTHFR 
( 11 ) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
f5) 

ADHIN. 

(6) 

TEACHCR 
(7) 

ADHIN.' 
(8) 

iNCUMt 
(i) 

QUARTERF I  ELD 

K-6 

6t0 

21.6 

94.3 

29.5 

2.0 

7.0 

20.5 

19.9 

\ 

12.3 

12.0 

llt669 

RICHARD  HENRY  LEE 

K-6 

559 

21.5 

95.1 

24.0 

2.0 

10.9 

l6.0 

23.1 

9.2 

12  .0 

llf 174 

RIDGE  k^AY 

K-6 

543 

21.7 

95.7 

24.0 

'l.O 

11.3 

14.0 

21.0 

6.3 

<^2  .0 

10 t 914 

Rim  I  NO  WOODS 

K-6 

841 

30.0 

94.4 

26.0 

2.0 

6.7 

19.5 

25.0 

4.S 

• 

12 . 1 

12t495 

RIVIERA  BEACH 

K-6 

541 

24.9 

93.  B 

21.0 

1.0 

S.5 

27.0 

9.1 

A 

2.2 

10.6 

llf 04  5 

ROLLING  KNOLLS 

K-6 

92  • 

19.5 

95*1 

26.0 

1.0 

S.9 

21.0 

22.2 

10'.  6 

12.  3 

12t2e6 

SEVERN 

K-6 

310 

23.t 

94.2 

12.0 

1.0 

13*6 

2t«0 

23.1 

5.0 

12.0 

10t353 

SEVERNA  PARK 

K-6 

36  • 

23.0 

94.4 

15.0 

1.0 

11.  i 

23.5 

31.3 

4.6 

12  •  7 

16 1 606 

SHADE  SIDE  ELEMENTARY 

K-6 

6St 

22.9 

94.4 

26.0 

2.0 

S.6 

25.2 

20.0 

9.5 

12 . 0 

10  f  37  3 

SOLLEY 

K-6 

19  • 

23.3 

93.3 

7.5 

1.0 

5.2 

15.4 

11.  • 

,  4.3 

10 . 1 

10 t 509 

SOUTH  SHORE 

K-6 

290 

23.4 

93.4 

11.4 

1.0 

5.3 

13.5 

11.3 

17.6 

10 . 5 

12f  tOl 

"  SOUTHGATE 

K-6 

646 

24. • 

94.7 

24.0 

2.0 

0  •  ii 

14. 9 

17.3 

4*4 

12 .  1> 

12f461 

SUNSET 

K-6 

'  64t 

t 

24.0 

92.5 

25.0 

2.0 

4.t 

10.5 

22.2 

5.7 

10.4 

lOf 121 

TRACE YS      'V  * 

394 

17.9 

96.3 

21.0 

1.0 

10.5 

2t.O 

34.4 

17.9 

11.7 

9542 

TYLER  HEIGHTS 

"  K-6 

614 

1S.4. 

94.3 

31.0 

2.0 

S.l 

9.0 

21.2 

11.7 

12.1 

9913 

VAN  BOLCKELEN 

K-6 

•53 

23.2 

92.3 

35.t  . 

1.0 

S.5 

It.O 

23.9 

4.0 

12.0 

9371 

WAUGH  CHAPEL 

K-6 

490 

25.7 

95.2 

24.  a 

2.0 

7.3 

12.0 

27«6 

10.9 

12.3 

12 t 160 

WEST  Annapolis 

K-6 

316 

^l.t 

94.4 

13*5 

1.0 

9.5 

15.-2 

34.9 

13.2 

12.4 

10f747 

«  SEf  CHAPTER  3t  PA6ESi72-73f  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERKS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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AMNE''aRUNI)EL  county   (QUARTERFIELD  -  WEST  ANNAPOLIS) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AN,«:  ARuNutt  cou».TY  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SC0RES4^ 

SCHOOL  StSIEM  d  V 

*  Skill  aREas 


VOCAUULARY 


Rdl^OINr.  COMPRt»lCN5lON 


LANCUACe  TOTAL 


KATMEMATJCAl.  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME         GRADE  AVERAOE  AVERAGE    MARr-      P.^ ^^ER"  ^^ERACE  ,  MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


£f;CE 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


OUARTeRFIELD 


3  102, a 
5  1U2,9 


H*oa 

5.65 


3.72 
9.39 


♦  .36 

4, HI 


H.21 
5.55 


3.79 
5. HI 


•».I«I 
5.60 


(1.17 
5.69 


-.03 
.♦.15 


3.71 
5.71 


3.77 
5.62 


-«06 
♦  .09 


RICHARD  Httm  LEE 


103.2' 
97^7 


3.51 
t>.22 


3.7H 
H.92 


-.23 
i  »30. 


3.62 
5.13 


3.61  ^-.19 
H.97  ♦.lO 


3.66 
5.01 


H.19 
5.21 


-.51 

.^0 


3.60 
H.65 


3«60 
5.20 


-.12 
-.35 


RiDCEkAY 
RIPPLING  tfOOOS 
RIVIERA  OEACH 


101.7 
102.3 


1U7.1 
103,7 


3  100,5 
5  107.5 


3«<t0 
5.32 


H.U 
5.77 


3.90 
b.65 


3. OH 
5.32 


3.99 
5.H5 


3.57 
5.76 


♦  .00 


».12 

»#32> 


♦  .33 

♦  .07 


3.20 
9.27 


11.26 
9.50 


3.97 
S.62 


3.91 
5.36 


H.07 
5.H6 


3*63 
5.00 


••63  •  3.63 
5.35 


♦  .19 

♦  .02 


♦  .3H 

♦  .0? 


«l.60 

5,56 


5.17 
6.«l3 


«l.29 
b.60 


H.H5 
5.71 


-.66 
-.25 


♦  .35 
-.15 


3.60 
5.56 


«I.16 
5.35 


H.02  ♦I. 19  •  *l.36 
6.03        ♦.HO  5.97 


3.00 
5.57 


H.02 
9.60 


3«6H 
5.90 


-.20 
-.01 


f  .IH 
-.33 


♦  .72  • 

-.01 


ROLLIHC  KNOLLS 


100.6 
97. H 


3.H3 
5.2H 


3.57 
H.09 


-.IH 
♦  .35 


3.HH 

5,27 


3.6H 
H.95 


-.20 
♦  .33 


3.50 
5.39 


<»r02 
5.19 


-.HH 

».20 


3.5H 
5.17 


3.65 
5.10 


-.11 
-.01 


SEVERri 


3  100.2 
5    10%. 7 


3.H2 

5/66 


3.55 
5.5H 


-.13 
♦  .12 


3. HI 
5.H5 


3.61 
5.56 


.20 
.11 


3.91 
6.01 


H.OO 
5.00 


-.09 
♦  .21 


3.H3 
5.70 


3.62 
9.76 


-.19 
4.02 


SbVtRMA  PARK 
SHADY  SIDE  ELCH 


3  110. H 
5  lU.H 


92, H 
99.1 


H.OH 
6.62 


2.02 
H.50 


H.21 
6.13 


3.05 
5. OH 


.17 
.H9 


-.23 
-.H6 


H,09 
6,HH 


2,07 
H,53 


H,30 
6.1^ 

3,09 
5,09 


-.21 
♦  .91 


.22 
.56 


H.32 
6.09 


3.29 
H.OO 


H.67 
6*36 


3. HO 
5.33 


-,39 
♦  ,53 


-,19 
-,53 


H,1H 
6.30 


3.13 
H.9H 


H,21 
6.29 


3,17 
9.31 


-•07 
♦  .09 


-.OH 
-.37 


SOLLEY 


101, H 
101,% 


3*22 
H.OH 


3,63 
5,2H 


,H1 
•  HO 


3,50 
H,70 


3,69 
5,20 


.19 
.50 


3.36 
H,90 


H,00 
5,52 


-,72  •  3,55 
-,62  H.96 


3,69* 
5,50 


-.3H 
-.5H 


SOUTH  SHORE 
SOUTHGATE 


103,9 
107,7 


101,2 
105, H 


3,05 
5.57 


3.01 
5.70 


3,79 
5,00 


3,61 
5,60 


♦  .06 
-,23 


♦  .20 

♦  ,1Q' 


3,63 
5,53 


3,00 
5.71 


3.06 
5,02 


3. 66 
S.62 


.23 
.29 


♦  .12 

♦  .09 


H,ll 
5.01 


3,90 
5.91 


H,;^H 
6.05 


H.06 
5.06 


-.13 
-.2H 


-,00 
♦  ,09 


3.76 
5.06 


3.6H 
5.63 


3«0H 
6.00 


3,60 
9.62 


-«00 
-.IH 


.OH 
.19 


sui4SEr 

tKACEYS 
TYLER  HEIGHTS 
VAN  BOtCKCLEN 
WAUGH  CHAPLL  * 
WtST  ANNAPOLIS' 


96.0 
97.2 


100.0 
100.0 


95.3 
9H,7 


95.6 
9H.2 


A  103.3 
^  103,5 


97.6 
97.0 


3.00 
H,66 


3.77 
5.00 


2,90 
H,H9 


3,3H 
H.27 


3.66 
5.70 


3^HH 
5^75 


3*20 
H.07 


3.5H 
5,19 


3,23 
H,65 


3.26 
H.6l 


3,75 
9,h3 


.36 
•  6b 


,2>0 
,21 


♦  •23 
-.11 


.25 
,16 


♦  .06 
-•3H 


-,09 
♦  ,27 


3. 25 
H.66 


3,91 
5.H2 


3,17 
.H,6ll 


3,07 
H,3H 


3^6H 
5,39 


♦,06  3,52 
♦•69  •  5,6H 


3^33 
H,93 


3.60 
5.23 


3.26 
H.72 


3.32 
H,67 


3^62 
5^H6 


3,HH 
H^91 


.06 
.27 


♦  •31 

♦  •19 


.11 
.06 


.25 
.33 


.26 
.07 


3.15 
H.65 


H.56 
9.75 


3.5H 
H,66 


3.11 
H.27 


3.73 
5.93 


4,06  3.60 
♦.73  •  9*H7 


3.72 
5.17 


3.96 
5.H7 


3.67 
H.96 


3.70 
H.92 


H.20 
5.70 


3.62 
5.15 


.57 
.52 


♦  •96 

♦  ,26 


-,33 
-,30 


-.59 
-.65 


-.H7 
-.17 


-,0? 
♦  .32 


9,16 
H,99 


3.67 
^.90 


3.16 
H.69 


3.33 
H.5H 


3.01 
5,96 


2,92 
b,26 


3,36 
5,l6 


3.61 
5,H9 


3,3H 
H.96 


3.37 
H,92 


3.60 
9.66 


3,^7 
9.15 


•  20 
,17 


♦  ,26 

♦  ,09 


,16 
.27 


,0H 
.36 


♦  .01 
-.06 


-.59  • 
4.11 


Lie 


«  SEG  CHAmR  3»  MGES  74-79,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMSi  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCDHPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE* 
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ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY  (WEST  MEADE  -  SOUTHERN  SR  HIGH) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(I) 


TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 


PUPIL/ 
"STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 


WEST  MEADE 
WOODS IDE 

MACOTHY  RIVER  MIDDLE 
SOUTHERN  JR  HIGH 
ANNAPOLIS  JR  MICH 


K-6 


K-6 


4B6        21.6  95.1 


600        24.5  93.7 


6-8        1,008        19.8  95.3 

6-  8  776     *   18.9  94.4 

7-  9        2.397        17.6  93.3 


ARUNDE4-  JR  HIGH  f'l  7-9        2.342        18.0  92.8 


ARUNDEL  JR  HIGH  §2 


BATES  JR 


BROOKLYN  PARK  HIGH 


CORKRAN  JR  HIGH 


7-9        2. 342        18.0  92.8 


7-9        1,117        18.3  91.8 


7-12       1.634         18.1  88.8 


7-9        1,769        18.4  92.6 


GEORGE  FOX  JR  HIGH  7-9       ,1.161        16.8  92.0 


LAKE SHORE  JR  HIGH 


tINDALE  JR  HIGH 


MAC ARTHUR  JR  HIGH 


MARLEY  JR  HIGH 


SEVERN  RIVER  JR 


7-9        1.120        21.1  90.2 


7-9        1.73fl        18.9  92.9 


7-9        1,«69        17.7  ♦4.9 


7-9        1,229        18.6  91.2 


7-9        1,005        18.6  94.0 


SEVERNA  ^ARK  jR  HIGH  7-9        1.512        19.0  94.7 


SOUTHERN  SR  HIGH 


♦  see  CHAPTER  3,  ^AGES  72-73.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPj^RItNCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER 'S 

D  E  G  R  E  J?" 
Oft  ADOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL  ' 

AG-C  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MCDIAN 
EDUCA- 
T ION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCUME 

(12) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

r6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

/ 

21.5 

1.0 

8.7 

17.0 

26.7 

5.6 

12.4 

•  7487 

23.5 

1-0 

9.9 

24.8 

12.2 

5.9 

12.0 
1 

10,974 

48.0 

3.0 

7.1 

21.3 

33.3 

5.1 

12.5 

13,478 

3B.0 

3.0 

7  K 
f  .  9 

20 . 6 

34.1 

13.1 

12.0 

10, 152 

130.9 

5.0 

8.6 

25.7 

8.0 

12.3 

11. 747 

12  3.0 

7.0 

6.3 

J^4.6 

23.1 

8.2 

12.2 

13.049 

123.0 

7.0 

6.3 

14.6 

23.1 

1.2 

12.2 

13,049 

56.0 

3.0 

7.1 

11.5 

26«2 

14.2 

12.4 

10,951 

66.0' 

4.0 

10.7 

16.2 

34.4 

5.3 

10.3 

10, 775 

92.0 

4.0 

7.8 

19.0 

21.9 

5.6 

12.0 

11, 324 

66.0 

3.0 

7.7 

10.2 

30.4 

6.7 

11.0 

11,116 

50.0 

3.0 

5.0 

11.5 

24.5 

NA 

NA 

NA 

88.0 

4.0 

6.9 

14.9 

27.2 

4.4 

XI. 7 

12,004 

105.0 

6.0 

6.2 

15.7 

24.3 

7.1 

12.2 

9331 

63.0 

3.0 

a.i 

17.1 

15.1 

4.7 

XI. a 

11. 165 

51.0 

3.0 

6.9 

14.3 

20.4 

< 

NA 

NA 

NA 

76.6 

3.0 

8.2 

11.2 

26.4 

5.2 

12.3 

13,931 

100.6 

5.0 

9.1 

24.2 

26.5 

11.1 

12. 1 

lOf  769 
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ANNE^ ARUNDEL  COUNTY   (WEST  MEADE  -  SOUTHERN  SR.  HIGH) 


TABLE  4t 


AUNC  ARUKOtL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYS  I CM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES*  BY 
SKILL  AREA,* COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

J  SKILL  ARtAS 


VOCABULARY 


reading'  comprehension 


LANGUA<iE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-      OlFrr.R- .  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  ^VERAGt  MARY 


SAS 


GE 


LAMO 


Eficr  ^ 


GE 


LAr^u 

NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


OIFFfR-  AVERAGE  MARY 
ENCC 

GE 


QIFFER- 
LAHO     •  ENCE 
NORM 


VbST  MEADE 

wooDsioe 

MA90THY  RiVtR  MIDDLE 
SOUTHERN  JR  HI 
ANNAPOLIS  JR  HIGH 

AHUNDEL  JR  Hi  Ml 


3  103. M 
5  10&.3 


3  99.2 
S  10M.6 


7  107. B 
7  98.0 


7  100.7 
9  97.5 


7  10M.6 
9  103.3 


3.<»0 
5.51 


3.65 
5.30 


7.61 


6.26 


6.5<4 
0.114 


6.97 
0.61 


3.75 
5.59 


3.i|A 
b.53 


7.50 
6.52 


6.01 
7.90 


7.23 
0.65" 


-.35 
-.00 


♦  .17 
-.15 


4  .06 
-.214 


-.27 
4.16 


-.26 
-.04 


3.36 
5.63 


3.57 
5.31 


7.31 
6.55 


6.77 
7.95 


7.10 
0.52 


3.03 
5.61 


3.bM 
5.55 


7.55 
6.56 


6.03 
7.92 


7.22 
0.59 


-.*5  3.«5«t 
♦  .02  5.<»2 


♦  .03  3.r>6 
-.24  5.. ^6 


-.2H 
-.01 


7.39 

6r30 


-;06  'i,ft.51 
♦.03  7«fl3 


-.12 
-.07 


Ib.Ql 
0.21 


11.21 
5. OS 


3.93 
5.79 


7.61 
6.67 


6.93 
0.02 


7.30 
0.59 


-.67 
-.143 


-.27 
-.»43 


-.22 
-.37 


-.42 
■5.19 


-.39 
-.30 


3.51 
5.3H 


3. MS 
5.10 


7.01 
6.511 


6.07 
0.00 


7,02 
0.50 


3.01 
5.01 


3,57 
ri,75 


7,00 
6,00 


-,30 
-.H7 


-,12 
-,65 


i,01 


-,26 


7,07  -,20 
0.10  .-,10 


7,«I7 
0,73 


-,15 


AHUfmtL  JR  HI  U2 
DATES  JR 

OHOOKLYN  PARK  HIGH 
CORKRAN  JH  HIGH 
GEORGE  FOX  JR  HIGH 
LAKESHORE  JR  HIGH 
LINdALE  uR  HIGH 
MACARTHUR  JR  HIGH 
MARLEY  JR  HIGH 
SEVERN  RIVER  JR 
SEVERNA  PARK  JR  HIGH 


7  1O«4.0 
9  99.2 


7  99.2 
9  102.9 


7  9«4.6 
9  97.5 


7  10*4.3 
9     101. 1 


7  101.0 
9     100. 0 


7  103.2 
9  103.0 

7  102.0 
9  ^  101.3 

7  101.9 
9     10b. 4 


7  102. «» 
9  99.9 


7  103.7 
9  106.2 


7  io<4.e 

9  10*4.0 


7.13 
0.62 


6.71 
0.20 


6.<4I4 

0. 15 


7.05 
0.141 


6. Ml 
0.05 


6.02 
0.20 


6.0Q 
B.3n 


6.91 
B.<»9 


6.92 
0.16 


7.37 
9.01 


7.10 
9.19 


7.26 
0.10 


6.65 
0.61 


6.17 
7.90 


7.20 
0.14O 


6.93 
0.27 


7.00 
0.62 


7.0<» 
n.i42 


&.9(» 
«^90 

7.00 
0.26 


7.35 
0.99 


7.26 
0.03 


-.13 
♦  .MM 


♦  .06 
-.Ml 


♦  .27 

♦  .17 


-.IS 
4.01 


-.52 
-.22 


-.26 
-.M2 

-.;>M 

-,0M 

-.03 

-.Ml 


-.05 
-.10 


♦  .02 


-.00 
♦  .36 


SOUTHERN  SK  HIGH  THIS  SCHODL  IS  PARTICIPATING  IN  THE 


7.29 
0.63 

6.7M 
0.22 


6.57 
0.33 


7.10 
0.2m 


6. MO 
7.00 


7.01 
0.17 


6.90 
0.29 


7.12 
0.62 


6.02 

n.05 


7.35 

0.09 


7.33 
0.93 

MARYLAND 


7.2M  4.05  7.?2 
0.12        4.51    ;  n.SM 


6.60 

O.bS 


♦.06  6.62 
-.33  r  0.25 


6.2M 
7.92 


7.  19 
0.3M 


6.9M 
0.21 


7, oh 
0.56 

7.0M 
B.36 


6.95 
O.OM 


7.00 
0.20 


7.JM 
0.93 


7.2M 
0.77 


♦  .33 

♦  .Ml 


-.0<» 
-.  10, 


-.H6 
-.33 


.qt 
.39 


.07 


♦  .17 
-.2P 


-.10 
•^.IS 


♦  .01 
-.OM 


♦  .00 

♦  .lis 


6.60 
0.M2 


7««0 
0.23 


6.:«2 
7.51 


6.69 
7.^3 

6.05 
0.00 

6.07 
0.39 

6.72 
0. 13 

7.00 
0 . 0  r 


6. no 
0.01 


7.32 
0.10 


6.79 
0.55 


6.37 
0.02 


7.20 
0.37 


7.0M 
0.26 


7.17 
0.56 


7.13 
0.39 

7.05 
0.00 


7.09 
0.25 


7. Ml 
0.00 


7.32 
0.7M 


-•10 
♦  •36 


-.17 
-.30 


♦  .31  . 
i  .MO 


-.20 
-,1M 


-.72 
-,75 


-,M0 
-,73 


-.20 
-,31 


-,10 


-,37 
-,12 


-,33 
-,27 


-,3M 
4,07 


7, •13 
0,6M 


6,75 
0,30 


6,72 
0,32 


7.23 
O.(»0 


6,73 
7,97 


7,06 
0,30 


7,07 
0,29 


7,10 
0,6<l 


6.90 
0.13 


7,M9 
9,06 


7,<I6 
9.iM 


7,H9 
0,29 


6,92 
0,69 


6,«I7 
0,10. 

««»9 


7,19 
0,37 


7,33 
0,70 


7,29 
0,51 


7,20 
0,95 


7.25 
0,36 


7,59 
9,0<l 


7,«»9 
0,09 


^,06 
♦  ,35 


-,17 
-,31 


♦  ,25 
4  ,22 


-,21 
-,09 


-,«».6 
->0 


-,27 
-.HO 


-,22 
-,22 


-,10 
-,31 

-,35 
-.23 


-.10 
♦  ,02 


-.03 
♦•25 


ALTERNATIVE  ACCDUNT AB I  LI  TY  PILOT  PROJECT,   (SEE- SECTION  ^,2.02) 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PA06S  7.^75.   FOR  DEMNITION  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ^STERI 5K  (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  Mp,  fpeRENCE'^  SCORES.  AND 

SKCuJ  Instructions  for  interpketinc  the  "difference-  scores  pkovi^  in  this  table.       ^  . 
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LOa^  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  ACCOUNTABILtTY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.3         Baltimore  City 


r 


A. 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Prpgram 


Systttmwide  goals  and  objectives  with  an  accompanying 
management  and  accountability  scheme  have  been  in  focus  in  the 
Baltimore  City  public  schools  for  a  period  of  two  years.  Sys- 
temwide  goals  and  objectives  were  developed  by  the  Curriculum 
Division  and  the  Regional  Instructional  Teams  after  having  sur- 
veyed the  accountability  plans  of  the  schools,  and  each  region 
engaged  in  intensive  studies; of  regional  goals  andobjectivos 
based  on  nomative  data  and  school  test  results.  ^Sjmmittoes 
composed  of  staff,  parents,  and  students  formulated  specific 
attainments  in  reference  to  specific  educational  school  units. 

The  initial  narrative  report,  as  documented  in  the 
Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  Program  Report  for  1974-75, 
lists  the^boals  and  objectives  for  tne  Baltimore  City  public 
schools.    Added  to  this  list  is  an  eleventh  objective,  which 
relates  to  facilitating  the  desegregation  requirement. 


1.  ij  k) 
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B .  Local  Assessment  Activities  t  ° 

The  Center  for  Planning,  Research,  and  Evaluation  has 
developed  a  needs  assessment  instriment  which  each  school  will 
use  in  a  program  of  staff  development.     Findings  will  be  studied 
and  lis ed  as  a  basis  for  school  program  evaluation,  faculty  in- 
service  programs  and  school  J)rogram  planning.  ^ 

^iri  addition,  and  as  the  direct  result  Of  needs  assess- 
ment, the  Sequential  List  of  Reading  Skills  dociments  a  hierarchy 
of: reading  skills  through  which  students  should  progress.     The  ' 
criterion  performance  assessment  tests  in  reading  represent 
diagnostic  tests  that  can  be  used  to  assess  levels  of  reading 
proficie^icy.     Similar  efforts  for  a  mathematics  diagnostic  assess-: 
ment  are  ia  the  process  of  development  in  the  school  system. 

C.  Comments  on  Acpountability  Assessment  Results 

It  is  essential  to  develop  the  proper  perspective  re- 
g^arding^  identification  of^  appropriate  standardized  achievement  tefetS 
that  are  used  in  the  manner  that  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills 
are  being  used  by  the  state.     There  are  many  strata  of  the  pop- 
ulation from  which  samples  of  pupils  can  be > selected  for  the 
development  o,f  a  standardized  test.     Because  of  the  different^ 
•populations  used  for  normiKfg=-each  test,  certain  of  the  tests 
may  be  more  appropriate  than  others  for  use  in  individual  school 
systems.     Standardized  test  users  should  be  apprised* of  limita- 
tions and  constraints  imposed  by  the  norm  sampling  since  the 
indicated  performance  levels  may  be  somewhat  inappropriate  for 
accurate  comparison.  \  ,      *  . 

.  •  Given  the  fact  that  Baltimore  City  has  performed  at  a 

level  that-  is  discrepant  from  national  norms  ' —  as  much  as  two 
standard  deviations  for  some  grades  —  it  is  highly  possible 
that,,  in  this  case,  the  standardized  achievement  test  used  by  ' 
the  Maryla^  Accountability  Assessment  Program  is  an  inappropriate  ' 
measure accurately  assessing  pupils  attending  the  Baltimore 
City  puolic  schools. 

A  comparison  of  test  performance  levels  was  made  of  the 
city  schools  for  the  years  19*73-74  and  1974-75.     This  comparison 
was  based  on  pupil  achievement  and  variability  of  pei^formance. 
The  level  of  performance -difference  is  alirfost ^imperceptible  when 
grade  equivalent  scares  are  observ^^d.     The  L9  75  test  scores^^^ 
though  slightly  lower  than  1974,  are  more  compact  and  less 
variable  than  1974.  ,      ^  - 

Grkde  3  results,  though  discrepant  'from  national  norms 
by  approximately  six  months  on  the  averse,  are  consistently 
better  when  their  dj.screpancy  rates  dre  compared  with  the  othfer.  ' 
grade  levels  V  discrepancy  rates  for  the  national  norms . 
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D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

The  following  program  modification  activities  have 
been  initiated: 

•  Staff  development  through  teacher  student-manage- 
ment of  individualized  ins^iruction; 

•  Teacher  stu^y-development  and  use  of  learning 
hierarchies  in  planning; 

•  Teacher  study-use  of  TBO  in  the  classroom 
(planning,  pupil  evalua1:ion)  ; 

•  More  use  of  school  tutors  and  volunteers;  and 

Machine  marking  of  criterion  performance  tests 
^   in  reading . 

Plans  for  a  two-year,  concentrated  study  in  the  afore- 
mentioned areas  should  result  in  improved'  classroom  instruction 
with  implicit . grouping  techniques.     Attention  will  be  paid  to 
the  selection  of  accompanying  instructional  materials  such  as 
curriculum  packages  and  workbooks.     Regional  and  centralized' 
support  services  Vill  relate  to  speci>fic  program  modifications 
as  indicated. 

E.  ^       Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

^     Program  and  Services  ' 

September  19  75  will  mark  the  installation. of  reading, 
mathematics,  and- writing  labs  in  the  secondary  schools.  Each 
'lab  will  be  stocked  with  jnaterials  to  meet  the  needs  of  students 
who  require  additional  h(^lp  in  these  areas.     The  reading  labs 
will  be  stafffed  with  tesfchers.     This  endeavor  represents  a  size- 
able item  in  t^he  budget. 

Substitute  money,  4to  accompany  release  time  for  teacher 
training,  is  another:,  financial  item.     Even  though  the  thrust  is 
de^segregation,  the  curriculum  concerns  relate  to  stat^  accounta- 
.bility  and  systemwide  goals.  ^       ^  '         '  - 

Unmet  needs  still  remain  unsolved  in'^the  area  or  per- 
sonnel who  can  relate  to  students  with  diverse  achievement  levels 
and  needs .  '  ^ 
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F..j^  General  Coiranents 


The  accoun^tability  program  is  expedient  and  should 
^ever  be  considered  a  threat  to  teachers  and .  administrators  since 
iftea^ures  of  relative  instijructional  effectiveness  are  essential 
and  should^e -continuously  sought.     Given  the  findings  of  the 
*  Anchor  Study  and  the  statistical  concept  of  normalization,  it 
IS  hoped  that  local  systejns  will  have  latitude  in  determining 
whijSh  standardized  .test  could  be  used  in  a  state  accountability 
progr^.        ..      .  ' 

Accountability , should  become  comprehensive  so  as  to 
include,  wherfe  expedient,  the  affective  areas  as  well  as  the 
cognitive  areas.     Educjators  should  face  the  task  of  becoming 
more  skilled  in  presenting  pupil  growth  increments  in  statistical 
form,  and  also  in  educating  legislators  regarding  what  is  educa- 
tipnally  sound,  comprehensive,  and' needed  in  an  accountability 
program.  ^ 
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BALTIMORE  CITY. 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     <;OHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


— — [r;^»  

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 
MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  ' 
.  SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

877,830 

i0,28A 

23.9 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MAtES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YE^S) 

<5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.9 

10.2 

1.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF   SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE  . 

173,198 

$11,6A5 

$20,350 

10.1 

26.1 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(121 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDAJ)JCE 
RATE 

20. IX 

19.4 

&!>.2X 

C,     piNANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   IFOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$908.16 

$662.86 

73. Ot 

$23.66 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
,    FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.6X' 

$12.65 

1»4X 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.    PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TER'HS  AND  SOURCES  OC  DAT* 
PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY 
TABLE  2. 


tn^l^^  ^^^^^  ~~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  / 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  tWUiVA 


SKILL 
AREAS 

-|  r  

GftAPF 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS 

FNRPI  I  r  P 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUPENTS 

(^) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 

T  r 7  c  p 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 

AGE 
SCORES 

(';•'■  ) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(  <  D 

(7i 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 

(01 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

(1) 

VOCABUURY 

3 

-  90, i 

1472y 

2.81 

Tog 

5 

13994 

93.91 

132 

90.5 

1^.85 

1.33 

1.17 

7 

1445d 

78,3^1 

28 

89.4 

14.91 

5.55 

1.75 

9 

13212 

79.76 

37 

91.4 

'  14.76 

—Sr:  

7.26  • 

1.99 

II 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSIOM 

12958 

}  93.86 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

2.82 

1.04 

♦  "5 

1399^1 

93.91 

132 

90.5 

14.85 

'  4.30 

1.28 

7 

l^l^lSO 

78.34 

28 

.  89.4 

"14.91 

5.60 

1.52-  ' 

9 

13212 

79.76 

37 

9L4 

14^.76 

7.05 

1.86 

C3) 
SPELLING 

3 

12958 

92.56 

13^ 

90.3 

14.29 

3.46 

1.34 

5 

1399^ 

93.1^ 

132 

90.5 

14.65 

4.82 

1.77 

7 

1M50 

79.00 

28 

89.4 

14.91 

6.05 

2.  05 

9 

13  2 12 

78.29 

37 

91. 

14.76 

7.69 

2.39 

CAPLTAL- 
IZAtXON 

3 

X2958 

92.56 

13^ 

90.3 

14.29 

3.27 

1.23 

5 

1399^ 

93.1^ 

132 

90.5 

14.85 

4-.  80 

1.56 

7 

14^50 

79.00 

28 

89.4 

14.91 

6. 17 

1.93 

9 

132 12 

78.29 

37 

14.76 

7.81 

2.23 

(51 

V  3 

12958 

92.56 

13^ 

90.3 

14.29 

3.47 

1.  30 

.PUNCTUATION 

5 

1399^ 

93.1^ 

132 

90.5 

14.85 

4.74 

1.53 

7 

14^50 

79.00 

26 

89.4 

14.91 

6.05 

1.86 

X32X2  1^ 

78.28 

37 

91.4 

14.76 

7.65 

2.12 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER 


3.  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN 'AVERAGE*  STANDARD  AGE 
SCOPES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA-  . 
''LENT   SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 

GRADE  « 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

<3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
tESTED 

(51 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 

(7) 
AVE  RAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
uc  V 1 A  1  1  \jn 
(SDJ 

(6)  ' 

3 

12956 

92.56 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

3.03 

1«21 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

1399^ 

93.14 

132 

90*5 

14.65 

4.42 

li  50 

14450 

79.00 

26 

69.4 

14.91 

5.60 

1.79  . 

13212 

76.26 

37 

91.4 

14.76 

7.22 

2.26 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

12958 

92.56 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

3.32 

1.08 

5 

13994 

93.14 

132 

90.5 

14.85 

4.71 

1.37 

7 

14450 

79.00 

28 

89.4 

14.91 

6.03 

1.61  * 

70  OQ 

^7 

Ql.a 

14.76  . 

7.61  

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

12956 

93.77 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

3.00 

.90 

5 

13994 

93.05 

132 

90.5 

14.15 

4.56 

1.20 

7 

14450 

78.62  , 

26 

69^4 

14.91 

6.03 

1.36 

9 

13212 

76.56 

37 

91.4 

14.76 

7.45 

1.71 

(9) 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

12951 

93.77 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

~  2.94 

.95 

5 

^  13994 

93.05 

132 

90.5 

14.65 

4.67 

l.?l 

7 

14450 

76.62 

26 

f9.4 

14.91 

5.66 

1.49 

9 

13212 

76.56 

37 

91.4 

14.76 

7,30 

1.15 

(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

12958 

93.77 

134 

90.3 

14.29 

3.00 

.86 

'      5  . 

13994 

93.05 

132 

90.5 

14.85 

4.65 

1.10 

7- 

14450 

78.82 

■  "T*  

28  . 

89.4 

14.91  ' 

.  5.98 

1.29 

9 

13212 

78.56 

37  , 

9L^ 

14.76 

7.40 

1.63 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  »«-69.  FOR  SEMNlTION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  GITY 
.    TABLE  2A. 


SYSTEM, LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I  (1973-1974) 

Ifm'^AJiolir^^^'^^'  ^'^TA  LN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


WITH 
SCORES 


QRAne 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

89.9 

90.3 

5 

90.8 

90.5  " 

'  7 

89.5 

■  89.1 

9 

91.9 

91.1 

iraCABUl^' 

3 

2.81  . 

2.81 

5 

1.37 

1.33 

7 

5.70, 

5.55 

9 

7.10 

7.26 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

\  2.85 

2.82 

5 

1.12 

1.30. 

7 

5.72 

•5.60 

9 

7,15 

7.05 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

3.35 

5.32 

5 

1.89 

1.71 

7 

5.21 

5.03, 

9 

7,78 

7.51 

MftTHDlATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.08 

3.00 

5 

1,82 

1.55 

7 

£.15 

5.98 

9 

7.55 

7.10 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  70^71,   FOR  DEF IN  I T I  ON  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUC/lONS 
FOR  INTERPRETIMC  THIS  TA}1LE.  y  luno 


IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  MOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOft  YEAR  1  AND  YEAR  11  Af^E 
FROM, DIFFERENT  STULENT  POPULATIONS. 


in 
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BALTIMORE  CIW   (ABBOTTSTON  -  BROOKLYN) 

TABLE  3.     .SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  ANIJ>  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGANI- 

CNROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

ZATION 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

SCHOOL  NAME 

C2) 

C3) 

(41 

AllOTTSTON 


TOTAL  NO. 


TFACurR 
C5) 


ADMIN 
(6) 


AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERI&f^CE 


TEACHER 
17) 


ADMIN. 
(01 


PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASltR'S 

DECRTC 
OR  ADOVC 
(9» 


SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 


PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
13.0) 


MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(3.3.) 


MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

INCOME 
(1) 
(12) 


K-t  820  22.2       95.3  35.0        2.0  9.7      23.7         21.6        21.5  10.4  7920 


UKAHAH  LINCOLN 


ALEXANDER  HAMILTON 


K-6  643  23.6       09. 2  26.0        1.0  12.7       1^.9         16.$        35.5  6.9  6912 

K-6  720  22.1      91.7  31.6        1.0  14.0       15.0         24.5        26.6  10.0  T951 


ARLINGTON 


ARHI STEAD 


K'5       1»304  24.1      69.5  52.0        2.0  0.4       24.2         20.4        22*2  10.5  6609 


/ 


K>6  335  23.9      90.7  13.0        1.0  7.3       28.5  7.1        15.3  6.5  6205 


AKHISTEAD  GARDENS 


PRE  K'6  572  15.7      92.6  34.5        2.0  9.4       26.7         10.9  6.t  9.4  8994 


ARUNDEL 


K-6  766  21.5      92.5  33.0        2.0  12.6       24.0         11.2        40.5  10.5  6420 


KARCLAY  • 


K-6  674  17.1      91.3  36.4        3.0  9.7       26.6         20.3        30.1  11.5  7925 


BARRISTER  CHARLES  CARROLL  2-3  552  25.1      69.1  21.0        1.0  10.5       16.0  9.1        30.0  6.1  6955 


BAY  BROOK 


PRE  K-6  546  21.9       60.9  24.0        1.0  7.7       16.5         12.0        23.0  9.4  6401 


!  BEECHFIELD 


K-6      1»170  23.9      93.4  47.0        2.0  10.3       23.5         16.3  3.6  11.4  10»323 


BELHONT 


K-6  497  19.6      94.5  24.1        1.0  13.0       29.0         17.9        22.4  10.2  0932 


BENJAMIN  BANNEKER 


2-6  160  14.5       62.3  10.0        1.0  10.6       38.4  9.1        43.6  10.6  A53S 


BENTALOU 
BETSY  ROSS 
BREHNS  LANE 


K-3  614  16.6       86.4  35.0        2.0  9.6       24.0         21.6        26.)  9.6  7707 

K-4  566  21.6       86.6  25.0        1.0  12.6       30.0         26.9        26.4  6.6  7891 

K-6  756  20.4      92.6  35.0        2.0  10.5       33.3-         5.4  5.1  9.6  10»155 


BROADHAY 


K-6  265  aO.4       91.3  12.0        1.0  12.5       32*0         23.1  47.3 


8.5  563S 


BROOKLYN 


K-6  478  19.1      91,4  24.0        1.0  11.4      16.5         12.0        16*9  9.5  8867 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3»  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.  AND^  SOURCES  OF  DAI  /  PROVJDEn  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY   (ABBOTTSTON  -  BROOKLYN) 


TABLE  4* 


aALTlM0t^«^,C11t 

SCHOOL  sri^tM 


SCHdOL  LEVEL  --SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT 'SCORES t  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  CO^W^ARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANpr/iRD  AGE  SCORES* 


SKILL  ARLAS 


VOCADULAHY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MAHy-      OlFrrHi-  AVERAGE     MARY-      piFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY 

.  fC-  I  A  1.1  r-v        XnCE  '  CWCP  LAND 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EhCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


CNCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


AbDOTTSTON 


66,9 
92.6 


2t  MH 
M  .27 


2.62 


-.36 
-.21 


2.66 
M.29 


2.05 
M.56 


17 
-.27 


?J.05 
M.76 


3.25 
M.60 


-.20 
-.02 


2.63 


2.97 
M.61 


-.29 


ABRAHAM  LINCOLN 


90.6 
a6.M 


2.56 
3.97 


2.9M 
3.92 


-.36 
,♦.05 


2.51 
3.69 


2.96 
M.Ol 


-.M7 
-.12 


3.12 
M  .  12 


3.37 


-.25 
-.15 


3.0M 
M.2] 


3.06 
M  .  30 


-.OH 
-.09 


ALEXAnDEK  HAMILTON 


67.11  2. MO 
a7.0  3.66 


2.72 
3.97 


-.3? 
-.11 


2.56 
M.13 


2.75 
M.07 


-.  19 
4.06 


3.06 
H.27 


3.15 
M.32 


.09 
.05 


2.60 


2.66 
M.3S 


-.06 
-.21 


ARLINGTON 


66.2 
09.1 


2.66 
M.16 


2.65 
M.  l6 


♦  .03 

♦  .00 


2.61 
M.  19 


2.67 
<*.2M 


-.06 
-.05 


3.17 
M.S5 


3.07 
M  .M9 


♦  .10 

♦  .06 


2.76 
M.43 


2.61 
M.52 


-.03 
-.09 


AHHlSfEAO 


86.5 
90.9 


3.  IM 
M  .M3 


2.67 
M.32 


♦  .^7 

♦  .11 


3.00 
M.20 


2.69 
M  .MO 


♦  .31 
-.12 


3.  36 
M.50 


3.09 
M.6M 


♦  .27 
-.IM 


2.69 
M.67 


2.63 
M.66 


♦  .06 

♦  .01 


ARM I STEAD  GARDENS 


79.3 
93.0 


2.70 
M.71 


2.20 
M.50 


♦  .50 

♦  .21 


2.66 
M.71 


2.21 
M.:)7 


♦  .M7 

♦  .IM 


3.n5 

M.AO 


2.61 
M.62 


♦  .MM 
-.02 


2.69 
M.99 


2. Ml 
M.63 


♦  •M6 

♦  .16 


AF^N^L 
BARCLAY 


67.3 
66.2 


66.5 
66.9 


2.20 
3.59 


3.00 
3.7M 


2.72 
M.D6 


2.67 
M.  IM 


-.52 
-.M9 


♦  .41 
-  .MO 


2.30 
3.76 


2.93 
3.63 


2.75 
M.17 


2.69 
M.23 


.37 
.Ml 


♦  .2M 
-.MO 


2.62 

h.mO 


3.(16 
M  .  05 


3.1*» 
M.M2 


3.09 
M.MO 


♦  .37 
-.M3 


2.56 
M.21 


2.9M 
M.29 


2.66 
M.M5 


2.63 
M.50 


-.32 
-.2M 


♦  .11 
-.21 


BARRISTER  CHAS  CARRO  3 
5 


87.7 
90.6 


2.62 
M.  30 


y  2.7M 
M.29 


-.  12 
♦  .01 


2.M9 
M.3S 


2.77 
M.37 


.20 
.02 


2.95 

M.se 


3.17 
M.62 


-.22 
-.OM 


2.73 
M.67 


2.90 
M.6m 


-.17 
♦  .23 


BAY  OHOOK  LLCMC^TARY.  3 
5 


92.6  f 
90.9 


2.6M^ 
M  .32 


3.07 
M.  32 


^.M3 
♦  .00 


2.73 
M.39 


3.12 
M.MO 


.39 
.01 


3.12 
M.59 


3.50 
M.6M 


.30 
.05 


3.06 
H.66 


3.19 
M  .66 


-1U 
♦  .02 


BLECHFIELD 


98.7 
lOM  .2 


3.51 
b.56 


3.M5 
5.M9 


♦  .06 

♦  .07 


3.M7 
5^33 


3.51 
5.52 


*-.0M 
-.19 


3.69 
5.93 


3.90 
5.76 


-.01 
♦  .17 


3.5M 
5.70 


3.5m 
5.72 


♦  .00 
-.02 


BCLMOUT 


92.2 
41.9 


3*26 
M.23 


3.03 
M.MO 


♦  .23 
-.17 


3.36 
M.32 


3.07 
M.M6 


♦  .31 
-.16 


M.ll 
M.AX 


3.»»6 
M.73 


♦  .65 

♦  .06 


^.22 
M.MM 


3.16 
•  M.7i| 


♦  .06 
'-.30 


BLNJAHIN  UANNEKCR 

BLNTALOU 
BETSY  ROSS 
BRtMMS  LANE 


85.6  2.25 
63. H    \^  3.73 

93.9  2.90 


91 .2 


96.3 
96.0 


2.53 


3.?3 
b.06 


2.61 
3.65 


3.1M 
2.97 


3.M3 
M.9M 


^36 
♦  .00 


-.16 


-.20 
♦  .iM 


1.95 
.3.61 


3.06 
2.6M 


3.M9 
M.99 


2.63 
3.76 


3.19 
3.01 


3.M6 
5.00 


-.66  • 
♦  .00 

l-.u 


♦  .01 
-.01 


2.  32 
M.  15 


3.66 
3.02 


3.Q2 
5.M9 


3.03 
M,02 

3.56 

3. MO 


3.67 
5.2M 


-.71  • 
♦  .13 


♦  .oe 

-.36 


♦  .05 

♦  .25 


2. Ml 
M.25 


3.39 
2.6M 


3.59 
5. Ml 


2.70 
M.06 


3.2^ 
3. 10 


3.51 
5. 23 


-.37 

♦  .13 
-.26 


♦  .06 

♦  .16 


BHOADflAY 


92.9 
76.9 


2.06 
5.00 


3.06 
3.2f 


-.12 
♦2.62  • 


3.0b 
5.75 


3.12 
3.36 


-.07 
♦2.37  • 


3.06 
6.  16 


3.51 
3.6M 


-.<|3 
♦  2. Si*  • 


2.92 
5.3M 


3.20 
3.70 


-.26 
♦  1  .6M 


BMOOKLYN 


100. M 
96.6 


3.13 
M  •7M 


3.56 
M,6M 


-.M3 
-.10 


3.29 
M.61 


3.62 
M.U9 


.33 

*2t\ 


3.61 
M.^O 


M.Ol 

Vi*» 


.MO 
.3M 


3.M7 
5.10 


3*6i| 
5.13 


-.17 
-.03 


4  SEE  CHAPTIH  3»  FAGE3  7^-75,  FDH  DEFINITIDN  OF  TCRHS,   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERlSn  (•)  ACCDMFANYINC  "DI FFERENCG"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  JNSTHUCTIDN5  FDR  INT6RPR6TIN0  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRtS  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (CALLAWAY  -  EDGECOMB  CIRCLE) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUf^.Y  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(41 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

<L 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2  ) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MtDlAN 
FAMl LY 
INCOMt 
(  \  ) 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
<7) 

ADMIN. 

(e) 

CALLAWAY 

K-6  1 

t006 

26.1 

94.6 

36.5 

2.0 

9.3 

21.4 

^0.8 

14.6 

12.0 

9715 

TAmTPM  rnnuTM  unnncniki 
UARicn   uUiJHi'^  HUUiJdUN 

K~6 

574 

23.0 

94.2 

24.0 

1.0 

9.5 

31.0 

24.0 

17.5 

10.  8 

8475 

CECIL 

K-6 

6S4 

25.8 

92.8 

25.5 

1.0 

13.3 

25.8 

26.4 

29.7 

9.7 

7429 

CHARLES  CARROLL  ^ 

P-6  1 

»362 

17.7 

aa.i 

75  .0 

2.0 

10.9 

17.9 

15.6 

# 

57.3 

8.8 

3742 

CHERRY  HILL 

P-6 

B2  5 

,25.0 

91.9 

32.0 

1.0 

10.9 

32.0 

24.2 

43.6 

9.7 

5373 

CITY (springs  P 

-2i5-6 

543 

■r 

14.3 

88.2 

36.0 

2  .0 

9.6 

24.0 

26.3 

53.8 

8.8 

4027 

CDOISTREAM  PARK 

K-6 

669 

22.1 

91.0 

28.3 

2.0 

6.6 

24.0 

14.5 

22.4 

1 

7566 

COLLINtnON  SQUARE 

P-6  1 

tl22 

26.1 

90.1 

41.0 

2.0 

8.0 

26.4 

9.3 

36.0 

9.6 

7355 

ODLUHIUS 

K-6 

725 

24^2 

91. 1 

28.0 

2.0 

10.  5 

22.0 

16.7 

28.1 

9.8 

7194 

COHHODQRE  JOHN  ROGERS 

P-6  1 

»X45 

24.6 

93.3 

44.5 

2.0 

8.9 

12 . 5 

15«1 

34.7 

8.4 

6318  » 

COPPIN 

K-6 

60S 

25.3 

89.7  , 

23.0 

1.0  ' 

9.3 

27.0 

12.5 

39.0 

9.0 

6157 

CROSS  COUNTRY 

K-5 

662 

20.2 

92.2 

30.8 

2.0 

12.6 

26.0 

12.2 

9.0 

12.2 

13t626 

CURTIS  BAY 

K-6 

591 

19.1 

<J9.4 

29.0 

2.0 

8.4 

31.0 

19.3 

17.4 

9.0 

8738 

DAVID  E  WEGLEIN  j 

P-4 

534 

15.7 

85.6 

32.0 

2.0 

8.2 

32.3 

23.5 

57.5 

8.6 

3483 

PICKEY  HILL 

K-6 

495 

22.5 

9^.3 

21.0 

1.0 

9.4 

27«0 

22.7 

8«1 

12.3 

10 > 298  . 

PR  BERNARD  HARRIS 

K-6 

.  ( 

5B9 

16.4 

90.9 

35«0 

1.0 

10.2 

37.8 

".2         '  47.2 

9.0 

579* 

VK  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  JR 

A-6  1, 

150 

24.6 

88*9 

45«0  ' 

2.0 

7.2 

20.5 

21.3 

28.5 

9.^ 

7572 

EDGECOHB  CIRCLE 

K-6  It 

261 

26.2 

91.  8 

46.1 

2.0  ' 

8.9 

34.5 

23.6 

11.0 

8470 

#  sec  CHAPTEH  3»  PACB5  72-73,  FOR-  DEF IN  I T ION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLEV 
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BALTIMORE  CITY   (CALLAWAY  -  EDGECOMB  CIRCLE) 


TABLE  4. 


fiALTlH.ORi.  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYbltM 


SCHOOL  NAMt: 


SCHOOL  LEVEL         SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORESi  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SKILL  AHCaS 


GRADE  AVfRAGE  AVERAf 
SAS  GE 


VOCADULARY 

^^APY- 

LAND 
NORM 


READING  COMI'RLMLNSXON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


UlFFTR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFCR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


EmCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EnCE 


GE 


LAND 
NDKH 


tHCZ 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


CALLAWAY 


69.5 
a9.9 


2,00 
k,  17 


2 .06 
(*.25 


•  Of. 
.06 


2.95 
<*.12 


2.09 
it. 31 


♦  .06 
-.19 


3.50 
H.72 


3.29 


♦  v29 
4.16 


2.95 


3.00 

.  5e 


-.05 


CARTER  60UMXN  WDSON 


91.3 


3.76 
«».B7 


2.07 
<*.&0 


»,79  •  2.7^ 
♦  .27  «».63 


3.01 
<«.67 


-.27 

-.o^ 


3.61 
5. MO 


3.10 
11.91 


«.21 
4  .H9 


2.96 
H.96 


9.11 
i»  .91 


-.15 
♦  ,05 


CtCiL 


90.9 
91.3 


3.00 
<«.13 


2.95 
4.3!) 


♦  .Ob 
-.22 


3.06 
H.23 


2.99 
1.13 


♦  .09 
-.20 


3.51 
1.^1 


3.30 
1.60 


♦  .16 

♦  .16 


3.11 
1.19 


3.00 
1 .69 


«  .03 
-.20 


CHARLt||CARROLL 


66.7 

69.0  3.90 


2.60 
(4.15 


-.30 
-.17 


2.51 
1.10 


2.71 
1.23 


-.20 
-.13 


2.71 
1.17 


3.10 
1.19 


.36 
.02 


2.61 
1.63 


2.61 
1.51 


-.20 
♦  .12 


CHCRRY  HILL 


00. 1 
07.6 


2.67 
1.10 


2.77 
1.02 


-.10 
».  16 


2.73 
1.21 


21. HO 
1.11 


-.07 
♦  .13 


3.37 
1.91 


3.19 
1.36 


«.10 
«.55 


2.03 
1.11 


2.92 
1 .39 


-.09 
^.02 


CITY  SPRINGS 


92.7 
01.3 


2.60 
1.11 


3.06 
3.73 


-.n6 

4.11 


2.72 
1.10 


3.11 
3.01 


-r39 

«.26 


3.05 
1.21 


3.50 
1.09 


-.15 
«.12 


2.90 
1.27 


3.19 
1.13 


-.29 
♦.11  * 


COLDSTREAM  PARK 


COLLINGTON  SQUARE 


93*1 
90.1 


09.1 
07.5 


2.00 
1.35 


2.37 
3.77_ 


3.09. 
1.27 


2.03 
1.02 


-.24  /  .  2.fO 
4.QB  ^  3.01 


-.16 
-.25 


2.61 
3.96 


3.11 
1.35 


2.07 
1.11 


.11 
.51 


-.23 
-.15 


3.06 
1.33 


2.91 
1.50 


3.52 
1.60 


3.26 
1.36 


-.16 
-.27 


-.32 
♦  .2? 


'^2.70 
1.21 


2.71 
1.33 


3.21 
1.62 


2.90 
1.39 


-.51  • 
-.30 


.-.21 
-.06 


COLuMbUS 


65.3 
00.2 


2.17 
1.06^ 


2.59 
1.00 


.1? 
,0? 


?.56 
1.01 


2.61 
1.17 


.05 
.16 


2.A1 
1.11 


3.01 
1.12 


-.17 
-.01 


2.61 
1.31 


?.7r' 

1.15 


-.12 
-.11 


COMMODORE  JOHN  R06CR 


02.7 
03.2 


2.77 
3.60 


2.12 
3.61 


4.35 

4  .01 


2.10 
3.06 


2.11 
3.71 


4  .01 

4.1:^ 


2.  A5 
3.99 


2.03 
1.00 


4.02 
-.01 


2.67 
1.00 


2.61 
1.05 


4.06 
4  ,03 


COPPIN 


01,5 
06,1 


2.16 
3,50 


2,51 
3,92 


-.06 
-,31 


2,57 
3,70 


2.56 
1,01 


♦  .01 
-.23 


2.03 
1.00 


2,95 
1,27 


-,02 
-.19 


2.66 
1,02 


2,71 
1.30 


.05 
.20 


CROSS  COUNTRY 


91,1 
97,0 


3,53 
6.12 


3,17 


,36 


3,39 


1.93       41 ,19  •  5,37 


3.22 
1.90 


4.17 
♦  .39 


1.12 
5.79 


3.61 
5.22 


4,51 
♦  ,57 


3.53 
5.51 


3,29 
5,21 


4  ,21 
♦  ,30 


CURTIS  OAY 


95,2 
97,2 


2,00 
1.01 


3,23 
1,07 


.3S 
.03 


2,06 
1,69 


3.20 
1,93 


.12 
.2% 


3.11 
5.00 


3.66 
5,17 


-.22 
-.17 


3.17 
5,35 


3.33 
5, 16 


-,16 
♦.10 


OAVia  t  kEGLEIN 


DICKEY  HJLL 


07,2  2.12 


OR  BEHNAKD  HARRIS  tL 

Oft  MAR7IN  L,  KINO  JR 
CUGECUMB  CIRCLE 


99,0 
97,2 


00,1 
07,0 


07,2 


09,1 
09,7 


3.12 
1.96 


2.26 
3.35 


2.10 
3.00 


2,71 


3,17 
1,07 


2,79 
1,01 


3,99 

2,03 
1.21 


-.29 

4,09 


-,5S 
-,69 


4.20 


-.35 
-.11 


2.30 


3.21 
1.00 


2.50 

^*90 


1.32 


2.67 
3.90 


2.71 


3.53 
1.93 


2.62 
1.13 


1.00 


2.07 
1.29 


•  36 


-.32 
-.13 


-.21 
-.15 


♦  .21 


.20 
.31 


2.90 


3.90 
5.15 


a. 07 
3.59 

1.37 


3.13 
1.53 


3.13 


3.92 
5.17 


3.21 
1.39 


1.31 


3.26 
1.51 


-.23 


-.02 

:^.20 


-.31 
-.00  • 


♦  .03 


-.13 
-.01 


2.63 


3.52 
5.09 

2.01 
3.70 


1.12 


2.79 
1.30 


2.07 


3.55 
5. 16 


2.91 
H.11 


1.37 


2.90 
1 .56 


-.21 


-.03 
-.07 


-.13 
-.63  • 


♦  .OS 


-.19 
-.10 


♦  SEE  CHA^TEH  3f  ^ACES 
SOCIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 


74-7Si  FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK  (« 
FOR  INTEAPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS 


)  ACCDHfANYINC  ^DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
TABLE* 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (EDGEWOOD  -  GEORGE  WAS^HINGTON) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL *1^ES0URCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAHE 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

GRADE. 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGAN  I* 

CNROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

ZATION 

HENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

11) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

BALTIMORE  CITY  3 


TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DtGREC 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(ID 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(() 
(12) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN* 

(6) 

TEACHER 
17) 

ADMIN. 
(0) 

EDGE WOOD 


»^~6         672  20.9      92.9  30.1        2.0        15.3        25.5  31.1 


23.0 


ELEMENTARY  #58  K-6  414  24.3      #4.7  16.0        l.O        13.1        18.0      17.6  12.9 

ELEMENTARY  «94  K-6         497  20.7      91.8  23.0        1,0        13.0        35.0      25.0  32.5 


ELEMENTARY  il26 
ELMER  A  HENDERSON 
EUTAM 

FANNIE  L  BARBOUR 
FORT  HORTHINGTON 

.J 

FRANKFOI^D 


P-6         209  19.0      91.4  10. 0        1.0        16.4        25.0  27.3 


32.8 


K-6  830  23.1.  89.3 


P-6  939  19.2  89.9 


2-6^  458 
2-6  lf009 


14.3  85.5 
20.2  93.0 


K-6  732  20.3  92.1 


34.0  2.0  7.8  23.0  16.7  47.9 

47.0  ^^'O  21.5  24.5  49.0 

30.0  2.0  1.1..9  24.0  18.7  ^5.2 

48.0  2.0  9.6  3r2.4  10.0    ^  22.4 

34.0  2.0  ^3.8  23.0        8.3/^  3.0 


FRANKLIN  D  ROOSEVELT  K-6  424  ^3.5      90.8  17.0        1.0        12*5  24.0 


FRANKLIN  SQUARE 
FUftLEY 

FURHAN  TEMPLETON 
CARDCNVILLC 
GARRETT  HEIGHTS  ' 
GEORGE  KELSON 
GEORGE  STREET 
GEORGE  WASH||i^TON" 

 Lii  


3-6  483  14.6  84.2 

K-6  779  .       21*9  93.2 


32.0  1.0  10.5  30.0  18.>  ^42.8 
33.5        2.0  7kO        31.7      22.5  3.6 


25.2 


P-6        /592  17.9-     87.1  31.0        2.0  8.4        23.9  30.3 


/ 


58.8 


K-6         426  23.7      94.3  17.0        1.0        12.1      ^  30.0  27.8 


K-6         511  23.8      93.3  20.5        1.0        13.8        33.0  18.6 


♦  see  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATa!  PROVIDED  IN  tHiS  tAfiLE. 
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11.1     -  8868 


12.3  10»385 


9.5  7073 


8.4  6510 


•  8.8 


^574 


9.4  5553 


8.1 

10.1 


4977 
9075 


11.4  9942 


10.7 


10.4 


8128 

5822 
10>312 


NA  NA 


5.0  10.2  10f601 


4.5  11,0  10|788 


•NA 


K-6  A96  22.5       88.2  20.0        2.0        14.0        23.3      18.2  48.9  NA 

K-5         672  20.4      89.2  31.0        2,0        11.7        35*0      18»2  58.2  8.5  3644* 

p-6      ^   687  19.6      90.0  33.0        2.0         8.1        21.6      17.1  36.4  8.2  6612 


BALTIMORE  CITY   (EDGEWOOD  -  GEORGE  WASHN) 

FABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EOLl^VALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA*  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORM?^  BIaSED  ON  SCHOOL 
•AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

/ 


8ALTIM01IL  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYbitM 


SKILL  M^S 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMI'HEHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


KATHCMATICAL  TOTAL 


School  naml       grade  avfrage  average   mary-     DiFrrw-  avcrage   mary-     differ-  average  44ary-     differ-  average  mary 


SAS 


GE 


land 

NORM 


LnCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE  - 


LAND 
NORM 


ptffeh- 

ENCE 


EDGEWO0D 


3  69.4 


2.75 


2.05 


-.10 

♦Mo 


2,Ti* 


2*69 


-.15 
-.21 


3.  3A 
M.73 


3.28 
(4.59 


♦  .10 


2.97  , 
((.1(5 


3.00 
(( .61 


••03 
-.16 


ELEMENTARY  050 


ELEMENTARY  09u 


3  93,9 
5  ^^^,9 


05.(4 
00.1 


3. (4b 
6.70 


2.7f» 
3.06 


3.1M 
5.02 


2.S9 
(4 ,07 


*,^?  2.62 
♦1.6fl  •  6.12 


«.  }6 
-.19 


2.87 
3.7(4 


3.19 
5.07 


2.b2 
(4.  16 


-.37  3.51 
M.05  •  7,20 


♦  .25 
-.M2 


3.00 
M.(4l 


3.56 
5.01 


3.01 
(4. Ml 


-^07  3.12 
♦1.69  •  6.19 


-.01 
♦  .(jO 


2.70 
M.27 


c  5.30 


2.77 
(( .44 


..Id 
♦  .09  • 


♦  .01 
-.17' 


ELEMENTARY  126 
*  ft 


69.2 
.63.0 


2.33 
3.61 


3.62 


-.51 
«.19 


2.59 
((.12 


2.87 
3.73 


-.20 
♦  .39 


2.73 
3.A1 


3.27 
3.99 


.5»» 
.10 


2,09 
M.21 


2.99 
M.03 


-.Id 

♦  .10 


ELMER  A  HENDtR50N 


0<4.1 
05.(4 


2.26 
3.52 


2.51 
3.03 


-.2b 
-,31 


2,(41 
3.62 


2.53 
3.93 


-.12 
-.31 


2.03 
3.99 


2.*»3 
(».19 


-.10 
-.20 


2.57 
4.07 


2.69 
4,22 


-.12 
-.15 


EUtAW 


67. (( 
66.7 


2.63 
H.36 


2.72 
M.  12 


-.09 


2.63 
4.11 


2.  75 
((.21 


-.  12 
-.10 


2/9G 
M.«i2 


3.15 
M.46 


-.19 
♦  .06 


2.02 
i(.60 


2.00 
4.H0 


-.06 
♦.12 


FANNIE  L  BARbOUR 
FORT  mOKTHINCTON 

FHAMKFORU 


06.0 


00.0 
90.2 


96.7 
94.6 


3.66 


2.01 
4.13 


3.22 
b.ll 


3.00 


2.76 
4.25 


3.32 
4.6(« 


-,22 


-.12 


-.10 
♦  .47 


3.39 


2.03 
4.10 


3.27 
4.97 


3.90 


.59 


4.36 


3.44 
4.74 


3. no 

b.lO 


(4.24 


3.19 
M.59 


3.76 
M.95 


♦  .1? 


♦  .25 
«.1S 


♦  .12 

4.15 


i(.35 


3.12 
4  .((6 


3.37 
D.23 


4.27 


2.92 
4.60 


3.42 
4.95 


♦  .00 


,^.20 
^.14 


-.05- 
♦  .26 


FHANKLIN  D  R005EVLLT  3       63. 6 
5  07.5 


2.60 
4.27 


2.40 
4.02 


♦  .3? 
«.?5 


2.76 
((.20 


2.b0 
4.11 


♦  .26 
* .  on 


3.36 
4.i»0 


2.09 
M.  36 


♦  .47 

*  .04 


3.02 
i(.56 


2.66 
4.39 


♦  .36 

♦  .17 


fhamklin  5giuare 
irlev 


FURMAN  T|.M^*LET 


65.9 


94.2 
97.3 


66.4 
03.4 


3.96 


3.39 
5.12 


2.50 
3.04 


3.07 


3.16 
4. BO 


2.66 
3.65 


«.l  1 


♦  .?t4 


-.On 

«.19 


3.99 


3.23 
4.02 


2.46 
4  .02 


3.97 


3.21 
((.94 


2.69 
3.76 


4.0? 


«.0? 
-.1? 


-.21 
♦  .26 


4.32 


3.B4 
5. ((9 


2.63 
4.04 


4.23 


3.60 
5.10 


3.00 
M.02 


♦  .09 


♦  .24 

♦  .31 


-.45. 
4.02 


4.25 


3.55 
5.15 


2.62 
4.41 


4,26 


3.20 
5.17 


2.02 
4.06 


.01 


♦  .27 
-.02 

-.20 

♦  .35 


ffARDENVFLLt 


GARRETT  MtlGMTS 


3  101.2 
5  101.1 


3  100.5 
5  102.7^ 


3.^7 
5.31 


3v31 
5.41 


3.61 
5.22 


3.57 
5.36 


^.14 
«.09 


-.2f, 
«.0S 


3.63 
5.16 


3.37 
5.31 


3^60 
5.26 


3.63 
5.39 


-.00 

-.on 


-.26 
-.06 


4.21 
5.72 


4.13 
5.66 


((.06 
5.50 


((.oa  ■ 


♦.1^ 

4.22 

.A 

4.05 


3.02 
5.47  , 


3.4i( 
5.60 


3.66 
5.47 


3.6i( 
5.60 


♦.14 

♦  .  oo 


-.20 
♦  .00 


9L0HGE  KELSON 


3  41)6.2 
5  69.5 


3.07 
4  .27 


2.65 
4.19 


».4? 

«.on 


2.03 
(( .57 


2.67 
4  .20 


♦  .  Wt 

♦  .29 


3.n6 

4.70 


3.07 
M.53 


-.01 
♦  .17 


2.9b 
4.03 


2.01 
4,55 


CEORGESTRtET 


00.0 

5  64.7 


2.0(( 
3.7(( 


2.76 
3.77 


4  .On 

-.03 


2.07 
3.56 


2.79 
3.67 


♦  .on 

-.^9 


3.17 
M.17 


3.19 
M.13 


-.0^ 
♦  .04 


2.01 

3^97 


2.92 
4.17 


-.11 
-.20 


«tORGL  WASHINGTON 


90.5 
69.0 


2.25 
3.94 


2.92 
4.22 


-.67  •  2.4^ 
4,02 


?.96 
4,30 


.5? 

.?n 


2.76 

4.:^i 


3.35 
4.55 


-.59 
-.24 


2.63 
4.42 


3.06 
4,57 


-,«(3 


#  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  ^ACES  7A-75.   FOR  DEFINITIDN  OF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "»1^F£RENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (GILMOR  -  HOWARD  PARK) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNI'TY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

I' 


PTRCbNT 

PERCENT 

HAS7CR1 S 

DIORFE 
OR  AFOVE 
( 9  ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 

(1) 

1  — 1 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2  ) 

^PIl  / 
SI  AFF 
RATIO 
(  3  ) 

AVE  RAGE 

DA  ILY 
AT  TEN- 

Dance 
( 4 ) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
FXPtRlfHCE 

or  n  r  e  kiT 
DI  SAD- 

HE  DUN 

EDUCA- 

HEDIAN 
FAH  n  V 

SCHOOL  NAhE 

tcac^<er 

( 5  J 

ADHIN. 
(  6  ) 

Tf ACKfH 

ADHIN. 
(8) 

VAN- 
TAGED 
( lO ) 

TION  OF 

HOiHeR 
( 11) 

iNCUMk 
( 1  ) 
(12) 

CILHOR 

IC-6 

f 

r  D  jt 

C  it 

M  7  Q 

31.  0  ' 

2.0 

13.6 

1 

26.9 

21.2 

49.  6 

fi.9 

5295  ' 

CLENHOUNT 

K-6 

629 

22 .  ^ 

94  .  9 

26.1 

2.0 

10.5 

29.  5 

16.0 

i 

10.6 

101653 

60VANS 

K-6  * 

19  •  4 

92.9 

25*4 

1.0 

11.5 

36.0 

11.4 

6.4 

12.4 

r 

13f  200 

CRACELAND  PARK  ODONNEL  MI  P-6 

687 

19.9 

07.  2 

32.5 

2.0 

7.9 

19.3 

29.0 

40.5 

6.6 

7709 

t 

CROVE  PARK 

IC-6 

699 

22.5 

93.9 

29.0 

2.0 

9.9 

21.0 

22.6 

6.9 

12.0 

10 f  506 

GUILFORD 

K-6 

751 

24.2 

91.6 

29.0 

2.0 

9.2 

26.7 

19.3 

14.3 

U 
12.1 

10*  612 

GUILFORD  AVFNUe 

P-6 

520 

16.1 

91.9 

30.0 

2.0 

11.4 

21.5 

16.7 

41.6 

10.2  6260 

GHYNNS  FALLS 

K-6 

742 

23.9 

92.5 

29.0 

2.0 

17.4 

27.5 

35.5 

21.3 

11.0 

9194 

HAMILTON 

K«^6 

0 

535 

20.6 

94.1 

25.0 

1.0  \ 

10.4  Ifl.O 

15.4 

* 

2.  3 

11.1 

10r^l5 

HAHPDEN 


HAHPSTEAD  HiLL 


K-6  756,      .21.6       67.5  33.0         2.0         11.6         20.0  25.7 


K-6  412  22.9       91.  3  17.0         1.0  7.0         30.0  5.5 


16.9 


9.5  6601 


6.2  6411 


MARLEH  PARK 


K-6  B56  24.0       88.2  33.6         2.0        11,1'        27.7  21.3 


47.6 


•.7  5360 


HA2ELW00D 


HIGHLANDTOWN  1219 


HIGHLANDTOHN  12 >7 


K-6  649  20.3       92.1  50.0         2.0  9.4         27.9  15.6 


■•-r     If- 6  536 


20.6       91.3    V  ^^"0         1.0  B.5         30.5  7.7 


K-6  237  24.^9       69.4  0.  5  6.5         21.0       42. V. 


%.5  10.9  11#2^7 


t.6 


9.3 


1.5  9076 


•.4  1709 


HlLtON 


K'^6  925  25.7      94.6  34.0         2.0        11.1        29.0       13.9  14.5  11.9       10,  305 


HOUtllRD 


HOWARD  PARK 


K-6  500  20.0'      91.2  23.0         1.0         10.7         30.0         4.2  .  •3.2 


K-6  640  25.  5       93.  5  31.0         2.0         11.4         2?i.3  '24.2 


#  SEE  Chapter  3*  pages  72-73,  for  DEriNiTioN  of  terhs  And  sources  op  data  provided  in  this  taole. 
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•.9  1637 


7.9  12.0       10,4  56 


4i 


B/v£tIMORE  city   (GILMOR  -  HOWARD  "park") 


TAB'LE  4. 


BALIIMOKt  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYbltH 


SCHOOL  I.EVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES",  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND'  NORMS  BASED"  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  '         .         '  '        ' ' 


SKILL  ARFA5 


VOCABULARY 


SCHOOL  NAMt         'gRAOE  AVERAGE  Jf/KRAGE  MARY- 

LAND 

5A5  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DlFFPH-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


aCL 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVER/gE     MARY-  DTFFER- 


GE 


L1^ND 
NORM 


ENCL 


GE 


LAND 
NORK 


ENCE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GILMOft 

3 

66,0 

2,56 

2,60 

*     -,1?  • 

2,37 

5 

87,6 

3,79 

(»;o2 

•  -,?3 

•n  . 

3,97 

GLENMOUNT 

3 

99, *» 

4.crft 

-  z 

3,50 

•<. 

♦  ,50^ 

7  3,97 

5 

102,5 

5.77  ^ 

*t43. 

5,64 

G0VAN5  ^ 

3 

9i;^ 

2,82 

2,98 

;3,V6 

5 

93,4 

4,9^ 

'  4,5^ 

•  4,8a 

GKACELAND  HARK 

3 

92,3 

2,63 

3,04 

-,41 

2,91 

5 

94,9 

5,11 

4,67 

4,44 

4,30 

GR0V£  PAKK 

3 

94,5 

3,45 

3,18 

3,23 

5 

86,6 

4,51 

=  ^ 

♦  .57  > 

< 

"^^-^ 

GUILFORD 

3 

87,3 

2r^l 

2,72 

-,11 

2,42 

5 

89,0 

5,24 

4,15 

^^♦l,OP  ♦ 

4,03 

r*tiTi  Cnon  AUCKific* 

3 

96,5 

4,63 

3,  31 

^♦1,^52 

2,89 

91,5 

H ,  93 

4 , 37 

4  ,56 

4,22 

GKYNN5  FALLS 

3 

89,1 

3.  12 

2,83 

4,29 

2,85 

"  5 

93,2 

4,38 

4,52 

4-,  06 

4,51 

HAMILTON 

99,8 

'  3.11 

3,52* 

-,11 

3,25 

• 

& 

103,1 

5,46 

5,39 

4,07 

5,33 

HAMPDEN 

3 

93,3 

3.58 

3,10 

4.18 

3,60 

5 

95,1 

V  5,27 

4,69 

4 ,5n 

4,73 

HAMPSTEAO  HILL 

3 

90,8 

2.53 

2,94 

-,41 

2,8D 

5 

93,5 

4,43, 

4,  55 

-,  12 

4 , 32 

HARLEM.  PAHK 

3 

.  62,0 

2,43 

2;  38 

4, OS 

2,46 

5 

81,5 

3,50 

3,49 

4,01 

,3,57 

HA2ELIM000 

3 

99,3 

3,63 

3,49 

4,14 

""3,45 

5 

103,6 

5,45 

5,44 

4,01 

i  5,39 

HIGHLANOTOWN  215 

3 

90,0 

3,26 

2,89 

4,37 

2,83 

5 

97,4 

4,90 

4,89 

4,01 

5,02 

HIGHLANOTOWN  237 

•3 

97.7 

2,88 

3^39 

-,51 

3,04 

5 

100,4 

4,82 

5,16 

r 

4,92 

HILTON 

3 

91,7 

3,27 

3,00 

*,27 

3,11 

5 

'  93,0 

4,71 

4,50 

4,21 

4,^1 

HOLAOIRO 

\  3 

96,6 

2,83 

3,32 

-,4q 

2,83 

91,1 

4,62 

4,33 

4,29 

4,6b 

» 

HOWARD  PARK 

3 

90,6 

2,59 

2,93 

-,34 

2,65 

5 

92,1 

4,09 

f»«42 

-,33 

4,11 

2,71 
4,1^. 


3,56 
5.  38 


3.02 
4.61 


3.08 
4.73 


3*23 
4.03* 


2.75 
4  ,  23>^ 


3.36 
4.45 


2.07 
4,59 


3.58 
5,43 


3.15 
4.75 


2.98 
4.62 


2.39 
3.60 


3.55 
5.47 


2.93 
2  4,95 


3.44 
5.20 


3.04 
4,57 


3.37 
4.41 


2.97 
4.50 


-.34 
-.15 


4,41 
4,26 


4,04 
4,27 


-,17 
-.43 


4.  00 
4.40 


-%33 
-.20 


-.47 
-.23 


.0? 

.uo 


,33 
.  10 


4.45 
-.0^ 


-,18 
-.30 


2. 82 
4.26 


4.70, 
6.10. 

3,66 
5^15 


3.0|5 
5.01 


3.93 
4.74 


3.29 
4,40 


»3,91 
4,94 


3.29* 
4.82 


3,96 
5,96 


3.25 
5.24 


3.*21 
4.76 


4.07  2.71 

-.03  ^4.1^ 

-.10  ^^^W.32 

-.08  '  5,96 


-.10 
4.07 


-.40 
-.28 


4.07 
4,  04 


-,54 
4.24 


-,32 
-.39 


3-49 
5.08 


3.32 
6.56 


3.86 
5,35 


3,43 
4,65 


3,08 
4,63 


3.11 
4.37 


3.94 
5.61 


3,41 
4,85 


3.47 
4.98 


3.62 
4.29 


3.14 
4.49 


3.75 
4.69 


3.?6 
4.84 


3.97 
5.66 


3.54 
5.00 


3.37 
4.Q6 


2.79 
3.66 


3.94 
5.70 


3.32 
5.19 


3.83 


-.29 
-,09 


2.57 
4.14 


4,76  *  4,23 
4,49  5,63 


3,43 
4,82 


3.76 
4,66 


3.36 
4.74 


♦,.25 
4.30 


-,42 
4.03 


4,31 
4.45 


+  .15 
-.09 


4.16 
4.25 


4.03 
-.02 


-.01 
4.30 


-.29 
4.24 


-.16 
-.10 


-.08 
4.25' 


4.38 
4.26 


4,17 
-.11 


.51 


3.31 
5.21 


2.84 
4.95 


3.41 
4.87 


2.78 
4.41 


3.75 
5.12 


3.04 
4.62 


3-63 
5.36 


3.27' 
5.17 


3.00  ' 
5.19 


2.57 
4.14 


3.86 
6.78 


3.34 
5.08 


3.41 


6.44       41.12  ♦  5.38 


4.43 
4.53 


-.33 
-.01 

-.2fi 
-.11 


3.12 
4.76 


3,11 
4.80 


2.87 
4. 58 


2,85 
4.40 


3,58 
5.50 


3,fl 
4,86 


3,17 

3.29 
4,32 


2,88 
4,51 


3.41 
4.71 


2.98 
4,84 


3. BO 
5.63 


3.22 
4.99 


3.08 
4,87 


2.57 
3#91 


3,57 
5.67 


3.03 
5.  l8 


3.48 
5,42 


3. 13 
4.83 


3.41 
4,68 


3.07 
4,76 


-.28 
-,26 

4.65 
4,05 

4.20 
4,35 


-.33 
-.03 


4.12 
♦  •55 


-.10 
-.10 


4.34 
♦  .41 


♦  .06 
-.22 


♦  .03 
-.27 


♦  .05 

♦  .dS 


-.08 
♦  .32  * 


♦  .00 

♦  .23 


♦  .29 
♦.11 


♦  .31 
-.10 


-.07 
-.04 


-.01 
-.07 


-.30 
♦  ,12 


-,20 
-.16 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  74-75,   FOR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS i   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRESt  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIJONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERIC 


•Baltimore  city  (irvington  -  margareTo  brent) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  level  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


-              <  ^ 

TOT/y.  NO, 

AVERAGE  YEARS  c 
EXI>ERIENCE 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN, 

(6), 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN  ' 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA-' 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
($) 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGANI- 

ENROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

ZATION 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

(1) 

(2) 

,  (3) 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
Oft  ABOVE 
(9) 


IRVINGTON 

JACKIE  ROBrNSO^(' 
JAHES  HC  HENKY 
JAHES  MONROE 


K«6       ,  494 


4-6' 


P-3 


308 
557 
787 


la^S  93,6 

)  . 

1;B,1  84,1 
19,9  88,7 
23,1  87,6 


26,0        1,0  8,3        36,8       22.2         '  11,7 


16,0        1,0  9^2        35,0       11,8  38,4 

27.0  1.0  13.4 .  39.0  32.1  4^.1 
32,0        2.6        11.0     .  24,1      11,8  34.5 


10,4  9060 


9,3 
8.1 
8.4 


6898 

5551 
6684 


JAHES  KOSHER 


JOHN  EAGER  HOWARD 


JOHN  RUHRAH 


JOHNSTON  SQUARE 


P-6        "729  22,8  94.2 


30,0        2,0        11,6        23,7  18,7 
4 


16.5  10.8  8891 


K-6       lil77  23,3      87,8  48,6        2,0  9,0        21.0       13,0  30,7  10,0  6395- 


^  K--6  438  20,9  94,2 


K-6       If  008  -         24,3  88,1 


20,0        1,0  8,2        23,0      19,0  •9.7  8,6  9847 

I 

3^,5        2,0  8,7        24.0       1^,3  46.6  8,a'  5266' 


4QSEPH  HARRISON  LOCKERMAN* P-6    '       465  18,9  91,3 


LAFAYETTE. 


LAKEUAND 


23,6  >     1.0  9.2        31,0      16,3  '42,5  8,5  5853 


K-'6  769  22,0      93,5  33,0        2,0        13^8        20 2^\1  '-^^i^  10.2  8269^ 


K-6  7<65   '       21,3      91,1  34,0        2.0  5,5^     26,7  19,4 


7,9  10,0  9014 


LEITH  WALK     .  K-5  863  22,9      95.1        '  35,6  •       2*0        11,4        28,5       1^^.  3,6  12,2  11,^30 


LEXINGTON  TERRACE 


LIBERTY 


P~6       I1II6  ^]m9      89,4  49,0        2,0''       11,4        33,7       19.6  54,6  8.5  3557 

P-6*        9>87  21.6      91.7  43,6        2iO'    .    8,0        28,0       13,1         *  11.7  11,7  9965 


LYNDHURST^ 


K-5      1»112  24,2      93,5  44,0        2.0  9,9        27,0  21,7 


9.3  lli.O  9539 


MADISON  SQUARE 


P-6  710  20,^      89,8  32,0        2,0        10,3        26.5       17-,6  48.3  8,8  5516 


MALCOLM  X  ELEMENTARY 
MARGARET  BRENT 


P-^4  549  22,0      89.9  24,0        1,0  8,5        19,0        4,0  ^         20.8  10.5*  8605 

P-6  742  22.8      87.5  30, 5*       2,0  9.4        29,5       18,5      '      29,4  9.^  7434 


4^^SEE  CHAPTER  3f^PA6ES  72-73,  FOR *DEFlfclTION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE, 
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BALTIMORE  CITY         (IRVTNGTON  -  MARGARET  BRENT) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL        SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 


BALTIHORL  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYblLM. 


SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

/ 

Skill  areas 


VOCARULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 

LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DlFFfR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       UlFFER-  AVCfMGE    MARY-      DIFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


EHCf: 


GE 


LAND 

NOt^M 


tNCE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


nlPFER- 
FNCE 


IKVINGTON 


92,9 
91, ft 


3.01 


3,0ft 
4,40 


-,07 
-,06 


2,69 
4,eb 


3.12 
4,47 


•2r 

•  22 


3,45 
5,1 1 


3.51 
4,72 


-,06 
♦  ,39 


3.01 
4,56 


'  3.20 
4,73 


-.19 
-.17 


JACK IE  ROBINSON 
JAMES  MC  HENKY 
JAMES  MONROE 


89,6 


a5,ft 


84,7 
64,5 


3,96 
3,13 


2,42 
3.64 


4.20 
2,6B 


2  .,55 
3,75^ 


,24 


♦  ,4S 


-,1S 
-,11 


4,09 
3,13 


2,51 
3,97 


4.29 
2,71 


2,57 
3.65 


<f  ,42 


4,40 
3. 1ft 


-.06  2.60 
♦  .12  ^JM^6 


4.54 
3.U 


2.97 
4.11 


-.14 
♦  .07 


-.37 
♦  .27 


4.39 
3.06 


?^45 
4.23 


4.56 
2.ft5 


2.73 
4,15 


-,17 
♦,21 


^,2ft 
♦  .Oft 


JAMES  MOSHER 


94,7 
94,2 


2.76 
4.49 


3.19 
4,6K 


-,41 
-,1? 


2,92 
4,26 


3,24 
4,07 


-,32 
-,41 


3,61 

4,qa 


3.63 
4.92 


-.02 
♦  .06 


3.13 
4.54 


3.30 
4.92 


-.17 
-.3ft 


JOHN  EAGER  HOWARD 


U4,6 
66,5 


2.47 
4 . 26 


2.54 
4,10 


-,07 
♦  ,16 


2,56 
4,15 


2.,b6 
4,19 


♦  •(00 
-.04 


2^96 

4  •ad 


2;96 
4.44 


♦  .00 

♦  .44 


2.69 
4.53 


2.72 
4.47 


-.03 
♦  .06 


JOHN  RUHR AH 


92.1 
90.9 


2,69 
4,43 


3.03 
4,32 


-,31^ 
♦  ,11 


2,91 
4,52 


3,07 
4,40 


-.16 
♦  .12 


3.74 
4.93 


3.46 
4.64 


♦  *2ft 

♦  .29 


3.25 
4.ft3 


3.15 
4.66 


♦  .10 
♦.17 


JOHNSTON  SQUARE 


<90,6 
64,6 


2,69 
3,50 


2,93 
3,76 


-,24 
-,18 


2,50 
3,66 


2.97 
3.66 


-.47 
♦  .00 


3.39 
4.16 


3.36 
4.12 


♦  .03 

♦  .06 


2.63 
4.09 


3.07 
4,16 


-,24 
-,07  ■ 


JOSEPH  h^^lockermam 

LAFAYETTE 


67,5 
67,7 


3,24 
4,74 


90,0  2.63 
09."^     ^  4.69 


2.73 
4,03 


2,ft9* 
4,21 


♦  ,bl 

♦  .71 


-.06 
«.4B 


3.17 
4.72 


2,60 
4,43 


2.76 
4.12 


2.93 
4,29 


♦  .41 

♦  .60 


-.3^ 
♦  .14 


4.04 
5.64 


3. no 

4.92 


3.15 
4.3ft 


3.32 
4.54 


♦  .R9  * 
♦1.26  ♦ 


♦  .an 

♦  .3ft 


3.01 
4.96 


2.A6 
4.92 


2.ft9 
4.41 


3.03 
4,56 


♦,12 
♦  ,55 


-,15 
♦  ,36 


LAKELAND  ^ 


104,0 
101.3 


2,93 
5,06 


3,79 
5,23 


,66  «  2,76 
,15  5,02 


3,67  -1.11  *  3.49 
b.27        -.25  5.27 


4.25 
5.51 


-.76  ♦ 
-.24 


3.22 
5.39 


3.ft4 
5.49 


-,62 
-,10 


LtlTH  WALK 


99,6 
101  ,6 


3,74 
5,63 


3,51 
5,26 


♦  ,23 
4,37 


3,76 
5,49 


3,b7 
5.30 


4.19 
♦  .19 


4.45 
5.94 


3.96 
5.54 


♦  •49 

♦  .40 


3.65 
5.72 


3.59 
5.51 


♦  .26 
♦.21 


LEXINGTON  TERRACE 


67,5 
66,7 


3»23 
3.60 


2,73 
3,95 


♦  ,50 
-,35 


2,99 
3,62 


2.76 
4.04 


♦  .23 
-.22 


3. SO 
4.04 


3.15 
4.29 


♦  .35 
-.25 


2.8ft 
4.11 


2.ft9 
4,33 


-.01 
-,22 


LIBERTY 


LYPJDHURS^T 


91,3 
93,2 


ft6,9 
91,2 


2.55 
4.26 


2.57 
4.24 


2.97 
4,52 

2,69 
4,34 


-.42 
-.26 


.12 
.10 


2.61 
4,16* 


2,61 
4,21 


3,01 
4,b9 


4,42 


-,40 
-,43 


-•11 
,  -*21 


16 
4,52 


3,32 
4,92 


3,40 
4.ft4 


3.  11 
4.67 


.24 
.32 


♦  .21 

♦  .25 


2.61 
4.64 


2.A1 
4.49 


3,11 
4,  All 


2.ft5 
4,6ft 


-,30 
-.20 


-.04 
-.19 


MADISON  SQUARE 


65.4 
66.9 


2.40 
4.06 


2.59 
4.14 


-.19 
-.00 


2.40 
4,16 


2.62 
4.23 


•  22 
.07 


2.62 
4.94 


3.01 
4.46 


-.19 
♦  .46  ' 


2.65 
4.46 


2.77 
4.50 


-.12 
-,04 


MALCOLM  X  hLEMENTAKY 
MARGARET  BKENT 


66.5 


69.5 
69.2 


2.46 


2.74 
4.09 


2.79 


2.A6 
4.17 


.33 


•  12 

.On 


2.59 


2.76 
3.90 


2.63 


2.69 
4.25 


-.13 
-.35 


2.A7 


3.19 
4.4.9 


3.22 


3.29 
4.50 


-.35  2.74 


-.10 
-.01 


3.04 
4.66 


2.95  -.21 


3.00 
4.52 


♦  .04 
♦.1** 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 


7<»-75i  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERHS»  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES, , AND 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"   SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLf. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY   (MARY  E  RODMAN  -  ROfiERT  FULTON) 

TABLE  3,     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITV  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESpURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCtNT 
AVERAGr 

DA  1 1^^' 
ATTElj- 
DANCe 

(4) 

TOTAL 

/ 

/ 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

n  cn  ^  e  LIT 
PERCtNT 

' STAFF 

MASTER'S 

DEGREE 

OR  ABOV^ 

(9) 

SCHOOL 

 —t  

AGE  CHILDRFN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

HEDI AN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOIHER 
( 11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
IMCOMt 
(1) 
(12) 

TEACHER 
•  (5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

NARY  E  RODMAN 

K 

i062 

22 

•  1 

93.1 
% 

46 

.0 

2.0 

11 

•  4 

24 

,  9 

18.7 

10.6 

10*8 

9328 

1 

MATTHEW  A  HENSON 

K 

-6 

882 

25 

•  5 

93.4 

32 

.  6 

2.0 

11 

t  3 

2  8 

.  5 

14.5 

35.7 

9.6 

• 

7220 

MEBFIELB  HEIGHTS 

K 

-6  • 

386 

16 

•  1 

93.  B 

23 

.  0 

1.0 

•  8 

s  f 

.  0 

25.0  - 

8.5 

11.6  ' 

11.017 

HONTEIELLO 

P 

-6  1 

i056 

22 

,  5 

91.6 

45 

.  0 

2.0 

•  8 

24 

.  3 

19.1 

'14.(5  . 

10.7 

10 1062 

HpRBECAI  GIST 

K 

-6 

620 

22 

•  1 

92.1 

27 

.  0 

1.0 

11 

•  4 

,20 

.  0 

14.3 

11,7 

11.8 

9726 

HORRELL 

K 

-6 

473 

18 

,  5 

91.7 

24 

,  5 

1.0 

g 

0 

33 

•  0 

7.8 

11.4 

9.1 

9529 

HT  ROYAL 

P 

-6 

541 

15 

,  9 

92.0 

32 

■  0 

2.0 

•  ji 

20.6 

26.8 

11*8 

8079 

HT  WASHINGTON 

K 

-6 

415 

21 

.4 

94.2 

18 

.4 

1.0* 

15 

1- 

27 

.0 

27.8 

7.2 

12.7 

It  6612 

MT  WINANS 

K 

-6 

283 

20 

.2 

90.0 

13 

.0 

1.0 

11. 

2 

28 

.0 

7.1 

59.6 

9.3 

3893 

NORTH  tiUD 

'p~6 

.801 

22  < 

3' 

88.0 

34 

.0 

2.0  • 

8. 

6 

21 

5 

22.2 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NORTHWOOB 

K- 

-6 

993 

23. 

6 

93.3 

40 

.0 

2.0 

8. 

9 

24 

0 

16.7 

5.4 

12.1 

11.973 

OLIVER  CROMWELL 

K- 

-6 

727 

22 

0 

92.2 

31 

.0 

2 . 0 

9. 

2 

22 

5 

18.2 

33 . 1 

9.2 

6792 

• 

OLIVER,  H  PERRY 

K^6 

384 

20 

2 

90.7 

18 

0 

1.0 

7. 

1 

24 

5 

15.^ 

23.6 

8.3 

7753 

PATAPSCO 

P-6 

25. 

2 

89.2 

25 

0 

<> 

2.0 

12. 

6 

15 

5 

29.6 

47.9 

9.4 

4349 

r 

PATRICK  HENRY 

K-4 

246 

20. 

5 

88.1 

11 

0 

1.0 

10. 

8 

30. 

0 

0.0 

30.0 

9.3 

7843 

PIMLICO 

K- 

-6  X 

>832 

26. 

• 

90.4 

66* 

4 

2.0 

9. 

5 

30. 

0 

22. & 

17.3 

10*5 

8385 

RAGNEL  HEIGHTS 

K-6 

739 

18* 

2 

93.4 

38. 

6 

2.0 

9. 

1 

35. 

4 

8.6 

6.4 

11.1 

lOf 139 

ROBERT  FULTON 

K-5 

433 

22. 

8 

88.1 

18. 

0 

1.0 

13. 

9 

26. 

0 

15  r  8 

33.5 

9.0 

6458 

ERIC 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3i  MGES  72-73i  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (MARY  E  RODMAN  -  ROBERT  FULTON) 

•  .  ■  ^ 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIV/fLENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*         ,  ' 


BALTIMORE:  C|TY 
SCMOOL  SYSrLM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


Skill  a^^eas 


VOCABULARY 

6HA0E  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND Er.Cr. 


RCAOIMC, COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


GE 


NORM 


OlFFtR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      OIFFfR-  AVERAGE  . MARY- 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ence 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER- 
ENCE LAND  EWCE 
GE  NORM 


MARY  E  RODMAN 


64,5 
92,7 


2.39 
4,04 


2,54 
4,i(A 


*.]5 
-,44 


2,59 
4. OA 


2.56 
4 ,55 


♦  •03 
-•47 


3.30 
4,90 


2.95 
4.79 


♦  .35 

♦  .11 


2.76 
4,4a 


2.*7i  f.OS 
4, SO  <*,32 


MATTHEW  A  HENSON 


8B.2 
90,1 


2.69 
4.10 


2,7B 
4,25 


-,0o 
-.15 


2.66 
4,21 


2.61 
4.33 


.  13 
.12 


3.17 
5.02 


3.20 
4,S&. 


-.03 
♦  ,44 


3.04 
4.66 


2,93  4,11 
4,60  ♦•06 


MEDFlEtO  HEIGHTS 


97,3 
99,9 


3.52 
5.13 


3,36 
5,11 


♦  .16 

♦  .02 


3,46 
5.00 


3.42 
5.1& 


♦  .04 
-.16 


4.00 
S.36 


3. SO 


♦  .20 
-.04 


3.62 
5.43 


3.46  4.16 
5,3a  4,05 


MONTEoELLO 


5 
5 


90,7 
80.0* 


2.63 
3.R3 


2,94 
4,13 


-.31 

-^.30 


2,6^a 

5.^2 


2.97 
4.22 


-.37 
-.30 


3.29 
4.39 


3.36 
4.47 


-.07 
-.OS 


2.«4 
4,46 


3.07 
4,49 


-.23 
-.03 


MOrdECAI  61ST 


6B.3 
66, fi 


2.51 
^.90 


2,76 
3,95 


-.27 
-,05 


2,57 
4,16 


2.61 
4,05 


-.24 
♦  .11 


3.20 
4.26 


3.21 
4.30 


.01 
.02 


2.62 
4.37 


2.93  -.11 
4.33  ♦.04 


morrell 


93,4 
94,2 


3.62 
4,73 


3,11 
4,61 


4.51 

4.1? 


3,30 
4,62 


3.16 
4.67 


♦  .14 
-.05 


3.92 
4.  09 


3.54 
4.92 


♦  .36 
-.03 


3.52 
^.07 


3.23  ♦.29 
4.9^  ♦.IS 


MT  ROYAL 


Ml  WASHINGTON 


3  99.9 
5  100.4 


3  110.6 
5  111.1 


3.52 
5.29 


4.53 
b.62 


3.53 
5,16 


4.23 
6.10 


«-.0l 

♦  .13 

t 

♦  .30 
4.52 


3.69 
5.14 


4.64 
6,26 


3.59 
5»20 


4.32 
6.10 


♦  .10 
-.06 


♦  .32 

♦  .16 


4.64 
5.64 


5.32 
6.69 


3.96 
5.44 


4.70 
6.33 


♦  .66 

♦  •^0 


♦  .62 

♦  .56 


3.70 
5.67 


4.63 
6.71 


3.61  ^.09 
5,42  ♦.45 


4,24 
6.27 


♦  .59  ♦ 
4  ,44 


MT  wInANS 


69,3 
66.3 


2.74 
3.56 


2.65 
3.91 


-.11 
-.35 


2.70 
3.93 


2.B6 
4.01 


.10 
i06 


2.67 
i».23 


3.27 
4.26 


-.40 
-.03 


2.69 
4.15 


2.99 
4.29 


-.30  ' 
-.14 


NORTH -BEND 


-B3.6 
90.3 


2.68 
4.32 


2.49 
4.26 


♦  .39 

♦  .06 


2.62 
4.11 


2.51 
4.34 


♦  .11 
-.23 


3.29 
4.65 


2.91 
4.59 


♦  .36 

♦  .06 


2.96 
4.66 


2.67  ^.31 
4.61  4.27 


NORTHdfOOD 


90.4 
94.4 


2.64 
4.44 


2.92 
4.63 


-.OS 
-.19 


2.60 
4.40 


2.95 
4.69 


.15 
.29 


3.50 
4.65 


3.34 
4.94 


♦  .16 
-.29 


2»99 
4.74 


3.06  -.07 
4.94  -.20 


OLIVER  CROMWELL 


67.5 
64.1 


2.95 
3.32 


2.73 
3.72 


♦  .22 
-.40 


2.«0 
3.66 


2.76 
3.62 


♦  .04 
-.16 


3.60 
3.94 


3».15 
4.06 


♦  .54 
-.14 


3.27 
4. 19 


2.69  4,30 
4,12  4,07 


OLIVER  H  PERRY 


90,6 
92,6 


2.51 
4.46 


2.94 
4,47 


.43 
.01 


2^50 
4,37 


2.96 
4.54 


.40 
.17 


3.01 
4.77 


3.37 
4.79 


-.36 
-.02 


2.67 
5.  05 


3.0b 
4.60 


-.41 

4.25 


PATAPSCO 


65.6 
66.7 


2.30 
3.46 


2.62 
3.95 


-.?4 
-.47 


2.46 
3.60 


2.65 
4.04 


-.19 
-.24 


3.02 
4.11 


3.04 
4.29 


-.02 
-.16 


2.61 
4.24 


2.79  -.16 
4.33  -.09 


PATRICK  HENRY 
PlKtlCO 


65.6 


84.9 
66.4 


2.21 


2.37 
3.94 


2.62 


2.56 
3.92 


-.41 


-.19 
♦  .0? 


2.34 

2.54 
4.05 


2.65 


2.59 
4.01 


-.31 


-.05 
♦  .04 


2.90 


2.99 
4. 12 


3.04 


2.90 
4.27 


♦  .01 
-.15 


2.46 


2.61 
4.17 


2.79 


.31 


2*74  ♦.07 
4.30  -.13 


RAGNEL  HEIGHTS 


92.0 
69.5 


3.01 
4.05 


3.02 
4.19 


-.01 
-.14 


2.fi2 
4.%» 


3.06 
4.26 


.24 
.10 


3.66 
4.42 


3.45 
4.53 


4.23 
-.11 


3.06 
4.33 


S.IS 
4.55 


-,09 
-.22 


ROBERT  FULTON 


91.6 
86.5 


2.66 
3.64 


2.99 
3.93 


-.33 
-.29 


2.00 
3.70 


3.03 
4.02 


-.  l«i 
-.32 


3.03 
4.13 


3.42 
4.26 


.39 
.15 


2,63 
4.40 


3,13  -.30 
4.31  4.09 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  74-75,   FBR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  ( ♦ )  ACCOMPANYING  "DI FFERENCE**  SCOftESt  ANB 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY   (ROBERT  W  COLEMAN  -  WAVERLY) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL        COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADC 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(X) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

14) 

ROBERT  W  COLEMAN 

♦  7X 

X8.  X 

88.6 

ROSEMONT 

P-6 

686 

20.2 

90.5 

RUTLAND 

789 

X8.8 

9X.6 

SAMUEL  COLERIDGE  TAYLOR 

P-6 

637 

X4 . 8  ' 

90.4 

SAMUEL  F  B  MORSE 

654 

X6.8 

86.9 

SARAH  M  ROACH 

K-6 

548 

23.8 

94.3 

SINCLAIR  LAN6 

K-6 

780 

24.4 

9X.0 

SIR  ROBERT  EDEN 

P-6 

470 

22.4 

89.8 

SPRINCHILL 

P-3 

706 

20.8 

90.6 

ST  HELENA 

K-6 

55 

X8.3 

5X.0 

STEUART  HILL 

P-3 

849 

23.4 

83.4 

JENCH  TILGHHAN 

K-6 

734 

22.9 

89.0 

THOMAS  G  HAYES 

'  K-6 

678 

X7.  8 

89.2 

InUMAd  JcrrcRdON 

K— 6 

437 

24«  3 

a/  7 
94  .  7 

THOMAS  JOHNSON 

K-6 

134 

22.5 

88.  X 

VICTORY 

r-6 

420 

X7.5 

88.2 

VIOLETVILLE 

K-6 

422 

X9.^ 

94.x 

WAVERLY 

K-6 

708 

23.2 

95.x 

TOTAL 

NO.  " 

AVERAGE  YEAftS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER' S 

DEGRFE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(XO) 

EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MED I  AN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(S) 
(X2) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TE/VCHER 
(7  ) 

ADMIN. 

(8) 

25.0 

X.O 

X2 . 2 

23.5 

26.9 

33.6 

9.7 

6936 

32.0 

2.0 

9.8 

2X .  7 

8.8 

22.0 

9.7 

8398 

40.0 

^.0 

8.x 

25.0 

14.3 

38.0 

9.3 

6604 

40.5 

2.5 

X3^8 

25.2 

8.x 

56.3 

8.4 

4X69 

37.0 

2.0 

X0.5 

3X.Q 

20.5 

26.0 

T 

8.2 

7X70 

22.0 

X.O 

XX. 6 

30.0 

2X.7 

NA 

NA 

NA 

30.0 

2.0 

XO.  0 

27.3 

6.  3 

X6.7 

io.o 

975X 

20.0 

X.O 

9.9 

24.8 

23.8 

47.x 

8.9 

5896 

32.0 

2.0 

9.x 

X8.7 

X4.7 

25.x 

XO^X 

8054 

3.0 

0.0 

XO .  3 

0.0 

0.0 

46.4 

8.9 

635X 

34.  3 

2.0 

XO .  2 

26 . 5  • 

35.  3 

34.3 

8.3 

620X 

30.0 

2.t)  ' 

5.9 

24.0 

X2.5 

?5.p 

8 .  3 

6942 

36.0 

2.0 

xo.o 

22.5 

X5.8 

5X.9 

8.8 

393X 

XI,  0 

X.O 

X3.2 

26.0 

50.0 

4.0 

X2.0 

XXi684 

35.  0 

2.0 

^9.5 

24.9 

2X.6 

14.9 

8.5 

8597 

23.0 

X.O 

4.5 

24.0 

X2.5 

48.5 

9.7 

2703 

20.8 

X.O 

XO.O 

X5.8 

X7.4 

5,6 

,9.4 

X0iX93 

28.5 

2.0 

7.x 

3X.5 

22.9 

X5.9 

XX«6 

X0tX54 

♦  see  CHAPTER  3.  ►ACeS  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  Of  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (ROBERT  W  COLEMAN  -  WAVERLY) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


OALTIMOKL  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYbfbH 


SKILL  AREAS 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


^.ANbUACE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  ORAOE  AVCRAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-       OirFFM-  AVERAGE     MARY-       OlFFtH-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MA^Y-  OTPFFR- 


SAS 


LAND  Ei:CE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCE 
Gt  NORM 


LAND  .  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  fNCE 
GE  NORM 


ROdiBT  W  CDLCMAN 


88,7 
87.3 


2.77 
3.99 


2.81 


-,0H 
-.01 


2.50 
3.93 


2.8(» 
*l.09 


•  3t| 

•  16 


2.93 
f».21 


3.23 
t|.3<» 


-.30 
-.13 


2.92 


2.96 
H.37 


-.0*1 
♦  ,0«» 


ROSEMUNT 


69.3 
87.7 


2.82 
3.914 


2.65 
t<.03 


-.03 
-.09 


2.01 

3.9^ 


2  .68 
t|.l2 


.07 
.10 


3.72 
<*.27 


3.27 
(*.36/ 


♦  .*l5 
-.11 


3.02 
11.3*1 


2.99 
*<  .<*1 


♦  .03 
-.07 


RUTLAND 


SAM  COLERIDGE  TAYLOR 


81. 

73.8 


67.3 
89.6 


2.18 
<4.0l 


2.66 
3.93 


2.3M 
2.01 


2.72 
4.20 


-.16 
♦1.20  • 


-.06 
-.27 


2.33 

3.7^ 


2. no 

4.13 


2.35 
2.95 


2.75 
4.29 


-.02 
♦  .79  • 


♦  .05 
-.16 


2.72 
4.19 


3.05 
4.20 


2.75 
3.22 


^14 
4.54 


-,03 
♦  .97  • 


-.09 
-.34 


2.60 
4.04 


2.73 
4.21 


.  2.53 
.3. 3D 

1.88 
1.56 


♦  .07 

♦  .74  • 


-.15 
-.35 


SAMUEL  F  0  MORSE 
SARAH  H  ROACH 


5  89.5 


94. 1 
83.8 


^.96 


2.35 
4.07 


4.  19 


3.16 
3.69 


.23 


-.81  • 
«.3A 


3.96 


2.53 
4.13 


4.28 


3.20 
3.79 


-.67  • 
♦  .34 


4.33 


3.12 
4  .46 


4.53 


3.59 
4.05 


-.20  4.58 


-.47 
♦  .41 


2.95 
4.40 


4.55  ^.03 


3.27 
4.09 


-.32 
♦  .31 


SINCLAIR  LANE 


94.  1 
69.8 


2.94 
4.59 


3. 16 
4.22 


-.22 
4.33 


3.17 
4  .54 


3.20 
4.30 


-.03 
♦^24 


3.59 
4.91 


3.59 
4.55 


♦  .00 

♦  .36 


3.2n 
4.90 


3.27 
4,57  ' 


♦  .01 

♦  .33 


SiR  ROBERT  EUEN 


79.0 
88.3 


2.22 
3.50 


2.23 
4.09 


-.01 
-.59 


2.41 
3.75 


2.24 
4.18 


♦  .17 
-.43 


2.77 
3.92 


2.^4 
4.43 


♦  .13 
-.51 


2.60 
4.29 


2.4U 
4.45 


♦  .16 
-.16 


SPRlNuHILL 
ST  HELENA 


84.  b  2.53 


92.3 
103. 1 


4.85 
7.43 


2.S4  ..nj 


3.04> 
5.39 


♦1.01  • 
♦?.04  • 


?.52 


3.00 
7.32 


2.56 


3.06 
5.43 


-.04  3.n 


-.Oft 
♦1.69  • 


4.73 
6.A5 


3.47 
5.66 


♦.1ft  2.72 


♦l.?ft  • 
♦1.19  ♦ 


4.  12 
6.00 


2.71 


3.17 
5.63 


.01 


♦  .95  • 

♦  .37 


STEUART  HILL 
TENCH  TILGHHAN 

THOMAS  G  HAYES 

THOMAS  JEFFERSON 


3  67.6 


2.74 


.30 


2.77  -.3n 


66.5 
68.6 


90.  0 
84  .5 


91.7 
96.5 


2.71 


2.71 
4.07 


2.nl 
4.07 


3.75 
5.16 


3.16  -.45 


3.09 
4.45 


3.32 
4.11 


3.43 
5.11 


-.38 
-.38 


-.51 
-.04 


♦  .32 

♦  .05 


2.78 


2.ft7 
4.25 


2.66 
4.06 


3.49 
4.87 


2.89 


2.83 
4.48 


3.03 
4.15 


3.13 
5.11 


-.11 


-.16 
-.23 


-.37 
-.09 


♦  .36 
-.24 


THOMAS  JOHNSON 


96. 1 
95.9 


2.66 

4r93 


3.26 
4  .76 


-.62  • 
♦  •17 


2.66 
4  .97 


3.34 
4.02 


-.46 
♦  .15 


3.40 
5.33 


3.72 
5.06 


-.32 
♦  .27 


3.23 
5.21 


3.39 
5.06 


-.16 
♦  .15 


VICTORY                             3  85.8  2.46  2.62  ..16  2.55  2.65  -.10  2.78  3.04  -.26  2.61  2.79  -.18 

5       S7«9  4.11  4. OS  *.06  3.86  /4.14  -.26  4.36  4.39  -.01  4.30  4.42  -.12 

VIOLETVILLE                    ^  100.  1  3.24  3.'i4  -.30  3,26  3.60  '     -.32  3.90  3.99  -.09  3.40  3.62  -.22 

i)  99,2  5.29  5,0b  ^,24  ^a7  5.  10  -.03  5.b9  5.^4  ♦ .  25  5.46  5.32  ^.14 

WAVEftLt                             3  ^7„3  2.88  3.36  .,4/)  2,84  3.42  -.56  •     3.5^  3. AO  -.26  3.04  3.46  -.42 

5  68,5  4,11  4,10  «,0l  4,15  4.19  -.04  4.63  4.44  ^,19  4,3l  4,47  -.16 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  FACES  74^-75,   FDA  D6FINITIDN  DF  TeRMS,  6XPLANATIDN  0F  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCDMPANYING  "DI FP6RENCE "  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR   INTERPReTlNC  THE  ''DI FFEftENCC"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE*  ,  , 
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BALTIMORE  CITY  (WESTSIDE  -  BALTIMORE  CITY  COLLEGE) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


'     SCHOOL  name' 

GRADE 
ORGAN  1- 
Z AT  1 ON 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

MENT 

(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFT 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERC6NT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
FXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DECREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10» 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION. OF 

(11) 

MCDlAfJ 
FAMILY 
INCOML 
( %  > 
(12) 

It;  ACHcR 
(5) 

ADHiN . 

(6J 

TEACHER 
( 7 ) 

ADHIN. 
(6 ) 

WESTS  IDE 

P-A 

•  •3 

23.3 

90.9 

35.6 

31.  5 

15.9 

39.1 

10.0 

5662 

HILLIAH  FELL 

5-6 

24.? 

11.7 

13.6 

1.0 

11.  3 

2t .  5 

20.5 

21.7 

6.1 

736i 

HILLIAH  H  ALEXANDER 

P-6 

4  39 

19.1 

90.0 

22.0 

l.Q 

16.1 

36.0 

26.1 

49.0 

e.7 

500^ 

HILLIAH  PACA 

K-4  1»020 

23.7 

66.3 

41.0 

2.0 

9..1 

26.3 

20.9 

15.9 

a.4 

0713 

HINSSOR  HILLS 

K-6 

419 

19.6 

91.6 

24.0 

1.0 

14.7 

23.0 

20.0 

13.9 

11.5 

9920 

WINSTON 

K-6  1 

»110 

24.1 

92.6 

44.0 

2.0 

10.  7 

26.5 

10.9  o. 

13,4 

12.0 

i0i4e> 

HH  PINDEKHUGHES 

P-6 

504 

17.4 

•9.4 

28.0 

1.0 

6.9 

21.0 

13.0 

44.6 

6.6 

5284 

WOODHOHE 

K-6 

564 

15.2 

93.7 

36.1 

1.0 

6.3 

23.0 

27.2 

2.2 

11.0 

llf 257 

YORKWOOD 

K-6 

69B 

22.2 

92.9 

29.4 

2.0 

13.1 

30.0 

12.7 

6.0 

12.0 

10*888 

CANTON  ELEM  t  JR  HIGH  K-9       2t091  20.9      79.6  96.2         4.0  7.3        24.1       13.2  17.*  8.5  6608 


CHINQUAPIN  MIDDLE 
FALLSTAFF 
FRANCIS  SCOTT  KEY 


6-t       1.120  14.5       04.9  75.5         2.0  0.5        16.7       16.1  NA  NA  NA 

fr-B  ^66  16.9      91.4  39.5        l.Q  7.3        33.0       22.2  10.5  12.0       12. 43^ 

K-9       1.510  20.9      72.5  69.5         3.0  9.0        22.2       19.3  21.5  0.4  7942 


HOME  AND  HOSPITAL 


K-12 


NO  RESOURCE  DATA  AS  OF  9/74 


KOBERT  POOLE 


K-9      lf«94  22.3      11.3  74.0         2.0  f.2        32.9       15.6  15.1  9.6  9060 


KOLANO  PK  ELEH  t  JR  HIGH    K-9      1,204  19.3      07.0  63.5        3.0  9.6        27.2       19.^^  i.O  12.4  13.203 


WILLIAM  S.  BAEA 


K-12 


NO  RCSOURCC  DATA  AS  OF  9/74 


BALTIMORE  CITY  COLLEGE        9*12     1.040  15.7       76. D  64.0         2.0        13.1        16.3       42.4  29.7  10.5  0142 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  I.  PAGES  72-73.  FOR  TErlNlTION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


BALTIMORE  CITY   (WESTSIDE  -  BALTIMORE  CITY  COLL) 


TABLE  4t 


UAITIMOHL  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYSim 


SCHOC'  NAMt 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES ,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARVLAND  NORMS  JBASED  ON  SCHOOL  - 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  skill  aweas 


VOCAnULARY 


CRAOe  AVtltAGC  AVCRACC 


SAS 


6t 


MARY- 

LAKO 

HORH 


RCAOXNG  COMPRCMCNSION 


language:  total 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


OlFFrR-  AVERAGE 
ElCf 

Ge 


MAPY- 

LANU 

NORM 


OlFFFR-  AVERAGE 

cnce 

GE 


MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE 
ENCE 

GE 


MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


WLSTSIDE 

9 

83,7 

2.6H 

•2.M9 

♦  .15 

2.60 

2.50 

♦ 

.10 

2.00 

2.90 

«.00 

2.62  ' 

2.67 

-.05 

5 

67.5 

3.6P 

t|.02 

-.13 

H.02 

H.  1 1 

.09 

H.23 

H»36 

-.13 

H.Hl 

H.39 

♦  .02 

WILLIAM  FULL 

5 

B3.M 

H.IO 

3.65 

♦  .««5 

3.92 

3.76 

♦ 

.16 

H»30 

H.02 

♦  .26 

H.6H 

H.06 

♦.58 

WILLIAM  M  ALtXANDtR 

on. 3 

2. MO 

2.76 

-.30 

2.53 

2.01 

.26 

2.06 

3.21 

-.23 

2.73 

2.93 

-.20 

b 

91.2 

M.92 

H.3H 

♦  .06 

H.62 

H.H2 

♦ 

20 

H.QH 

H.67 

♦  .27 

5.01 

H.66 

♦  •33 

WILLIAM  HACA 

3 

92.5 

2  •6U 

3. 05 

—  .HI 

2  69 

3 . 09 

On 

3*  HB 

—  .HO 

2 . 93 

3. 16 

-.25 

5 

00 . 1 

H .  1 5 

H .  07 

♦  .  06 

H  27 

H .  16 

* 

.11 

H .  HH 

H .  Hi 

♦ .  03 

H .  77 

H  .Hh 

♦  .33 

WINDSOR  HILLS 

3 

05, 7 

3*13 

2.61 

♦  .  ■'c 

r 

^    1  ^ 
J  .  1  J 

2 .  6H 

♦ 

.  H9 

3  .'oO 

3.03 

♦  .62 

3. 06 

2.76 

\ 

k  ♦.20 

5 

90*.6 

H.97 

M.£9 

♦  .66 

H.67 

H.37 

♦ 

.30 

H.92 

H.62 

♦  .30 

H.60 

H.6H 

^.OH 

WINSTON 

3 

66.7 

2,73 

2.60 

♦  .05 

P.7H 

f 
1 

2.71 

♦ 

.03 

3.f>0 

3.10 

♦  .HO 

2.95 

2.6H 

♦  .u 

b 

•7.6 

3.92 

t).02 

-.10 

H.25 

H.  12 

♦ 

.13 

H.61 

H.37 

♦  .HM 

H.H9 

H.HO 

♦  .09 

WM  PlhDEHMUGHtS 

3. 

67.3 

2.51 

2.72 

-  PI 

2  50 

c  .  r9 

.  25 

2 . 77 

-  .  J  » 

9  fl9 

9  An 
2  .  06 

-.06 

5 

^  83,5 

H  .  03 

3.66 

♦  37 

3  67 

^*  f  f 

* 

.10 

■1 .  U  J 

— .  OH 

H .  1 1 

H  ,  07 

♦  .0*1 

WOOOHOMC 

3 

J  .  HP 

♦  •  1 H 

J .  c  r 

3.H6 

■  21 

3 .69 

3.67 

-.16 

3.60 

3.5i 

♦  .29 

5 

1Q2.7 

6.35 

5.36 

-.01 

5.07 

5.39 

- 

.32 

5.36 

5.63 

-.27 

5.H7 

5.60 

-.13 

YORKWOOD 

3 

9Q,  3 

3.7S 

3.^9 

♦ .  26 

3  ?i9 

■  Oh 

H .  ^9 

3  .  9H 

♦  •  H5 

3 . 57 

♦  •  11 

5 

97, «» 

5.30 

H.69 

♦  .HI 

^.11 

H.95 

♦ 

<I6 

5.7H 

5.19 

♦  .55 

5.56 

5. 16 

♦  .HO 

CANTON    ILLM  ♦  »;R  H| 

3 

92, 7 

2 .  H2 

3.  06 

— .  6H  • 

2 . 66 

^  11 

.  H5 

3 . 50 

_  90 

J«  U  f 

3.  19 

-.12 

5 

d7,2 

H .  13 

3. 99 

♦   1 H 

H  12 

H .  06 

* 

.  nil 

H .  3H 

♦ .  01 

H .  66 

H .  37 

♦  .29 

7 

69 .6  " 

5  H6 

5. 60 

- .  1 2 

9 .  r  1 

5.71 

♦ 

.  03 

if .  no 

5 . 67 

♦  .01 

6.01 

5. 9i| 

♦ .  07 

9 

9s!2 

7!61 

7!  72 

♦  .OQ 

7.60 

7.65 

♦ 

.15 

7.69 

7.79 

♦  .10 

7.97 

7.66 

♦  .U 

CHINQUAPIN  MIDDLE 

7 

9*1 .7 

6. 16 

6. 16 

♦  •  00 

6. 13 

23 

.  1 0 

6 .  6H 

6 . 36 

♦  26 

4.  nil 

D .  Id 

FALLS TAFF 

7 

102.2 

7.10 

6.97 

♦  .21 

6.96 

6.96 

- 

.02 

7.3H 

7.06 

♦  .26 

7. Oh 

7.23 

-.19 

FHAnCiS  SCOTT  KEY 

3 

69,6 

2.60 

"  2.67 

- .  27 

2  93 

03 

9  oil 

3 . 29 

— .  jO 

2 . 92 

3.01 

-.09 

5 

97.7 

H.37 

4.92 

-.50 

nisi  . 

H.97 

- 

H6 

H.OO 

5.21 

-.31 

H.91 

5.20 

-.29 

7 

90.3 

5. 55 

5.66 

5  7 1 

y     0 1  fO 

07 

D  .  1  J 

R  Oil 

♦  .19 

6.  c6 

6,  0| 

♦  .27 

9 

99.9 

ft. 39 

6.26 

♦  .13 

6!55 

6.20 

♦ 

35 

6.69 

6.25 

♦  .HH 

6.21 

6.36 

-.15 

HOKE  AND  HOSPITAL 

3 

U6»l 

2.01 

2.77 

♦  •OH 

2.97 

2.00 

♦ 

17 

3.07 

3.19 

-.12 

2.63 

2.92 

-,29 

^  H.16 

3.7H 

♦  .H? 

3.99 

3.65 

♦ 

IM 

H.09 

H.IO 

-.01 

5.02 

H.  m 

♦  .66 

7 

6».C 

5.20 

5.17 

♦  .  1 1 

5.60 

5.31 

♦ 

29 

5.()6 

5.H9 

-.01 

5.66 

5.53 

♦  .33 

9 

62.9 

7. HI 

6.29 

♦1.12  • 

6.66 

6.22 

♦ 

6H 

7.25 

6.56 

♦  .69 

7.25 

6.53 

♦.72 

ROOERT  PUOLE 

3 

95. H 

3.22 

-.0? 

3.00 

3.29 

21 

3.75 

3.66 

♦  .07 

3.H5 

3.35 

♦  .10 

5 

67. H 

H.65 

H.Ol 

*  ,(tti 

H.60 

H^  10 

♦ 

50 

H.70 

H.35 

♦  .35 

H.90 

H.36 

♦  .52 

7 

90.9 

5.90 

5.7H 

♦  •?H 

6.09 

5.  OH 

♦ 

25 

6.57 

6.00 

4.37 

6.2H 

6.07 

♦  .17 

9 

93.9 

,  7.06 

7.56 

♦  .30 

7.76 

7.b0 

♦  1 

26 

7.(^0 

7.66 

♦  .2H 

7.66 

7.72 

♦  .IH 

ROLAND  PK  ELCM  ♦  JR 

3 

109.0 

4*23 

H.ll 

♦  .12 

H.50 

H.20 

♦ 

30 

H.57 

H.56 

-.01 

H.36 

H.13 

♦  .25 

Jb 

111.3 

6.52 

6. 12 

♦  .HO 

6.60 

6.12 

♦ 

H6 

6.r,6 

6.35 

♦  .31 

6.H7 

6.26 

♦.19 

7 

9>).*l 

6.36 

6.13 

♦  .23 

6.35 

6.20 

♦ 

15 

6.69 

6.33 

♦  .56 

6.H6 

ft.H3 

♦  .05 

9 

93.2 

7.50 

7.H6 

♦  .10 

7.H5 

7.H2 

♦  1 

03 

7.62 

7.59 

♦  .23 

7.31 

7.6H 

-.33 

WILLIAM  S  llAtN 

7 

66.5 

5.26 

5.27 

-.01 

5.1H 

5. HO 

26 

5.36 

5.56 

-.22 

5.26 

5.62 

'  -.3H 

9 

92. 1 

7.99 

7.36 

7.20 

7.29 

09 

7.61 

7.  HO 

♦  .33 

7.77 

r  7.52 

♦  .25 

BALTO  CITY  COLLEGE 

9 

65.9 

t».H9 

ft.fiH 

-.IS 

6. HO 

6.57 

17 

6.63 

6*06 

-.23 

7. OH 

6.115 

♦.I^ 

♦  see  CHA^TIH  3#  ^AGES  7^-75,  PDR  DEFINITION  DP  TCRMSi   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCDHPANYINO  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRBS.  AND 
SKCIAL  |N$TRUCTrONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  TMB  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORBS  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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.BALTIMORE  CITY   (BALTIMORE  POLYTtCH  INST     -  HOUSTON  WOODS) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL—  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(  ^) 

PERCEN^ 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DECREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GKAPE 

ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 

Ratio 

(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

VAN* 
TAGED 

MED  I  AN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(V) 
(12  ) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(3) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(B) 

lALTO  POLYTECH  INSTI 

9-12 

2i2l3 

2?. 3 

94.0 

96.3 

13.7 

23.2 

41.2 

2iO,6 

11.4 

10t662 

BENJAMIN  FRANKLIN 

BOOKER  T  WASHINGTON 

CALVEftTON 

CHERRY  HILL 

CLIFTON  PARK 
EASTERN 

EDGAR  ALLEN  POE 

FAIKHOUNT  HILL 
FOREST  PARK 
GAKftlSON 

GKEENSPRING  ^ 
GUYNNS  FALLS  PARK 
HAMILTON 
HAMPSTEAI>  HILL 
HARLEM  PARK 
HERRING  RUN 
HOUSTON-WOODS 


7-9  li391  20.3  74.1  63.0  3,0  9.9  27. T  19.1  21.4  9.4  0376 

7-9  1,397  21.7  71.^3  «|3.4  1.0  12.6  34.0  19.3  ^    ^7.3^  9.3  5404 

7-9  2,223  20. B  BO. 7  103.0  ^  4.0  9.7  21.4  22.4  24.3  IjO.O  B031 

7-9  1,079  21.1  93.3  49.0  2.0  11. B  22.5  19.6  39.7  10,2  6682 


7-B       1,314  IB. 9       70. B  66.3         3.0         10.4         24. B  19.4 


34.0 


7-12         370  16.1       52. B  ?1.0         2.0         11.1         16.7  21.7 


37.1 


9.5  6626 


9-12     1,4-^6  21.9       74.0  63.0         3.0         ;|.0.1         16.6       26.6  i 2 . 2  10.3  7932 


9.5  7026 


6-  12  663  14.5  66.2  57.5  2.0  6.9  22.6  16.6  44.3  6.9  6047 
9-12  776  13.9  74.1  53.0  3.0  12.5  IB. 4  33.9  26.3  10.6  B556 

7-  9  1,475  19.6  74.1  71.5  3.0  10.9  27.5  16.6  18.3  11.3  9144 

7-9  2,471  19.9  65.2  120.0  4.0  7.6  24.1  15.3  21.9  11.0  6B79 

7-9  1,361  17.6  74.0  *   75.6  2.0  9.1  16.5.  19.3  20.2  10.1  647D 

7-9  1,936  19.6  63.2  94.0  4.0  10.5      .,  36.7  23.5  5.4  10,6  10,704 

7-9  2,194  19.4  72.2  100.0  5.0  11.1  24.5  22.1  24.0  fl.5  6089 

7-9  2t427  22,3  74,2  106,0  3,0  10.0  33,3  22,9  4i, 7  8,6  5627 

7-9  2i827  19.5  81.5  140.0  5.0  7.6  20.4  21.4  17.3  10.1  9478 

7-12  1,162  15.4  66.9  73.6  2.0  12.0  33,0  15,9  44,1  9,3  5947 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3p  PAGES  72-73t  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TaBLE, 
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«  .       BALTIMORE  CITY   (BALTIMORE  POLYTECHNIC  INST HOUSTON-WOODS) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE-  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


QALIIMOat  CITY 
SCHOOC  SYbltH 


SCHOOL/  NAME ' 


Skill  akcas 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY"^'      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


SAS 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


Er.CE 


GE 


LAND 

Norm 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


PALTO  POUYTECHNIC 
BtNJAHiN  FRANKLIN 


9     11<4.0  10.51 


09.5 
95.3 


5,b7 
7.65 


9,90 


5,59 
7,73 


4,61  10,16 


-.02 
♦  ,12 


5,B7 
7,61 


9.a% 

5.70 
'  7,b^ 


10,56 


♦  .17' 
-.05 


5.77 
7.91 


9.66      '^.90  «  10.09 


5.fi6 
7.fi0 


-.09 
♦  .11 


6.13 
0.06 


9.fifi  • 


5.93 
7.87 


♦  .20 

♦  .19 


BOOKER  T  WASHINGTON     7  db,7 
9  a4,6 


b,on 

6,67 


b,lfi 
6,49 


-,10 
4, IB 


5,09 
6,37 


5.32 
6.42 


-.23 
-.05 


5.39 
7.11 


5.50 
6.7% 


-.11 
♦  .3B 


5.62 
6.63 


5.5tt 
6.71 


♦  .OA 
-.08 


calverton 


60,7 
66,7 


b,<44 
6,69 


5,29 
6,73 


♦  ,1S 
-,0(i 


5.36 
6,52 


&,42 
6,66 


-.06 
-.34 


6.06 
7.23 


5.60 
6*94 


♦  .46^ 

♦  .29 


5.76 
6.69 


5.64 
6.94 


♦  .12 
-.25 


CHERRY  MILL 


67,4 
69,1 


5,02 
6,36 


5,36 
7,01 


-.34 
-.63 


5.31 
6.41 


5.49 
6.94 


•  16 

•  53 


5.64 
7.  13 


5.66 
7.16 


-.02 
-.05 


5.66 
^.70 


5.7t 
7.20 


-.05 
-.50 


CLIFTON  PARK 
EASTERN 

EDGAR  ALLlN  POE 

fairmount  hill 
forest  park 
garrison 


67,7 
65,4 


67.0 
64.0 


62,0 
60,0 


87,3 
61  ,1 


5.31 
6^51 


4^24 
6,03 


6,27 


5,24 
7,00 


5,40 
6,56 


5,32 
6,42 


6»10 
5,95 


5,3& 
6,06 


,07 


,39 
-,6? 
4,32 


5,27 
6,03 


-l,On  ♦  4,50 


5,95 
5,46 
6,ti6 


-,11  5,16 
♦,92  •  6,62 


5,52 


&,45 


6,12 


5^69 


5^46 
6^01 


•  25 

•  46 


5^75 
7,25 


-•95  •  5,f>fl 

-,40  6,74 

-•66  •  6,26 

♦,57  6,63 


-•30 
♦  •61 


^•o6 
7,26 


5,69 
6,61 


5,62 
6^67 


6^«»7 
6^27 


5,65 
6^36 


♦  ,06 


♦  ,06 

♦  ,07 


-.19 


♦  .56 


5.73 
6.77 


4.97 
6.20 


6.10. 
6.64 


>>.33  5.73 
♦.90  •  7.16 


5.74 
6.60 


5.67 
6.65 


6.«»3 
6.22 


5.70 
6.34 


-.01 


-.03 


-.70  • 
-.45 


-.33 
♦  .62  « 


♦  .03 
4  i62'  • 


6REENSPRING 


91,*» 
91,7 


5,57 
7,15 


5,60 
7,31 


■*23 
-,16 


5,33 
6,77 


5.69 
7^24 


•  56 

•  47 


5*66 
7^45 


6^  04 
7^44 


-•16 
♦  •01 


5,76 
7,15 


6,12 
7,46 


-.34 
-.35 


OmYNNS  falls  PAR.K 


69,9 
67,5 


5,55 
6,90 


5,64 
6,62 


-,09 
♦  ,0A 


5,40 
6,49 


5,74 
6.76 


-•26 
-•27 


5^06 
7,23 


5,90 
7,02 


♦  ,06 

♦  ,21 


5,91 
6^72 


5,97 
7,03 


-.06 
-.31 


KAMILION 


HAKpSTEAD  HILL 


93,0 
96,9 


67,9 
92,5 


5,67 
6.05 


5^5? 
7,17 


5,97 
7,91 


5,42 
7,40 


-,ia 

4,14 


♦  ,10 

-,2i 


«i,9G 
A,  01 

5.59 

7,;^5 


6;05 

'0 


7^34 


-•09 
♦  •16 


♦  •on 

-•09 


6,42 
6,41 


6,03 
7,43 


6,20 
7,96 


5.71 
7.52 


4,22 
♦  ,45 


♦  •32 
-,09 


6,44 
6.18 


6,02 
7,53 


6,29 
6,04 


5,76 
7,56 


♦  «15 

♦  ,14 


♦  .26 
-.03 


HARLEM  PARK 


66,5 
66,9 


£>,19 
6,23 


5,27 
6,75 


-,on 

-,52 


5,21 
6,52 


b.UO 
6^69 


-•  19 
-•17 


5^66 
7,02 


5,50 
6,96 


♦  ,06 

♦  •06 


5,56 
6»69 


5^62 
6^96 


-•06 
'-•27 


HLRKII<G  RUN                    7   ^  90,6        5.60           5^73         ♦•07         5^61           5^63         -•O?  6^25  5^99  ^^26  6^20  6^06 

9       95,5         7,55          7.75         -.20         7.49          7.69  ,-^-•20  7,97  7,62  ^,15  7,95  7,69  4,06 

c  > 

HOUSTON-WOODS       ^        7       a3.0         4,04           4,97         -.13         5.  11    .       5,13         -•O?  5^42  5,32  ^,10  5.36  5,34  ♦.02 

9       64,9         5,92           6,52         -.60    .     5,67           6,45         -^76  •     6^54  6^76  -,22  6.33  6,75  •.«»2 


♦  see  chapter  3i  paces  74-75,   FOR  DCFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCDHPANYlNC  "Dl FFERENCE*'  SCDRES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTinwS  FDR  INTERPRET  INC  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAUlE^ 
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BALTIMORE  CIT.Y  (JANE  ADAMS  -  WOODROW  WILSON) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL.—  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  -SCHOOL  RESOURCES  >ROF ILE* 


"^^^^^•^ 

f 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
i2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
AUEN' 
DANCE 
(A) 

TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 

EDUCa-  ' 
TigN  OF 
MOTHER 
(li) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
IS) 
112  ) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

JANE  ADAMS 

JOSIAH  DIGGS 

LAKE  CLIFTON  SR  HIGH 

LOHIARD  JR  HIGH 

NORTHERN  PKHV  JR  HIGH 

NORTHWESTERN  HIGH 
PIKLICO 

ROCK  GLEN 

SOUTHERN 
SOUTHWESTERN 
WALBROOK 
WESTERN 
WILLIAM  LEMHEL 

WOODROW  WILSON 


9-12  100  7.1  7'..  7  13.0  1.0 

7-e  533  19.0  78. A  26.0  2.0 

9-12  2f  702  18.5  70^9  1^1.6  A.O 

7-9  1,^W  If. I  65.2  72.5  3.5 


9-12  2t500 
7-9  ZfOZX 


9-12  2,305 

9-12  1,577 

9-12  2,056 

9-12  2,735 

7-9  2,105 


12.7  A2.0  27.1 

8.5  27.1  7.1 

8. A  2A. 5  22.0 

8.3  33.5  2A.3 


7-9       2, 383  22.9       8  3. 1        101.0         3.0  ^.5         15. 7  2A.0 


19. &      81.0        122.1        A.O        11.5        21.5  33.0 


18.9       8A.0         103.0  4.0 


8.8         21.9  26.2 


7-9      2,392  20.1       79.4         116.0         3.0         10.6         23.9  16.8 


22.5  75.3 
19.2  70.6 


99.6 


3.0  13.3  24.7  33.7 

79.0         3.0  10.7  20.2  25.6 

19.6       71.1         101.0         4.0  11.0  26.6  24.8 

21.4       89.7         124.0         4.0  11.5  29.0  o^f'^ 

20.6       79.0          98.0         4.0  11.0  21.6  20.6 


9-12         123  10.3       82.6  11. 0         1.0         14.6         40.0  41.7 


32.8 
«  NA 
34.5 
50.6 

7.7 

22.2 
10.1 

11.9 

24.6 
22.7 
28.4 
15^9 
22.3 

26.2 


9.6 
NA 
9.8 
8.9 


7580 
.  NA 
7335 
5025 


11.8  11,046 


11.  3 


11.7  ^10,117 


10.  3 


9549 


t.S  8101 

9.6  8553 

10.5  -  8154 

11.4  10,102 

10.9  0660 


s.o 


7800 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  72-73.  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  CITY   (JANE  ADAMS  -  WOODROW  WILSON) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
.    SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


UALTlHORL  CITY 
SCHOOL  SYSItH 


SCHOOL  NAML 


Skill  areas 


VOCABULARt : 

GRADE  AVCRAOC  AVERAGE     MAPY-    '  Dl 

LAND        tt CC 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


(.ANGl^GE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


G£  NORM 


5^-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 
GE  NORM 


OlFfTR-  AVERAGE  MaHY- 

ehce''  land 

GE  NOKM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


£NCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DTFFER- 
EMCE 


JANE  ADAMS 

JOS 1 AH  DlGOS 

I^AKE  CLIFTON  SR  HI 

LO^^OAKO 


72, 1 
65 .0 


0<(  .0 
B0.9 


6.15 
0.32 


0.D3 


5,17 
0.53 


5.00 
6.75 


♦1.11  •  5,71 
«.16  5.55 
-.21  6.10 


-.la  5.05 
♦1.20  •  7.06 


I*.  97 
5^31 
6.1*7 


5.23 
6.09 


♦  .21 
-.37 


-.  10 
♦  .39 


6.S5 
5.70 
6.65 


5.15 
7.93 


5. ((9 
5.*«9 
6.77 


5.11 
6.96 


♦1.06  « 
♦  .21 
-.12 


4  .0*1 

♦  .97  • 


6.09 
5.92 
6.61 


5.50 
7.03 


5.37         ♦.72  • 
5.53  ♦,39 
6.76  -.15 


5.*»5  4.13 
6.9(^  ^.07 


NORTHtRN  PKWt  JR  HIG 

NURTHmCSTLKN 
PIMLICO 


92.2 
9*«  .0 


09.2 
92.9 


b.79 
7.5*» 


9     109.0  9.65 


&.50 
6.93 


5.09 
7.50 


9.3? 


5.'j6 
7.**5 


,10  5.06 
.01*  7,39 

,33  9,**5 


-,06  ?i,5*» 

.,52  6,e^ 


5.97 
7.bl 


9.25 
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Baltimore  County 


Introduction 

During  the  1974-75  school  year,  two  parallel  activi- 
ties had  considerable  influence  on  the  second  year  of  implement- 
ing the  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act  in  Baltimore 
County.     The  first  of  the  two  activities,  establishing  goals  and 
objectives  at  the  individual  school  level,  was  given  -top  priority 
and  over  the  course  o'f  the  school  year  the  energies  and  resources 
of  many  staff  personnel  *ere  committed  to  the  task.     The  ad- 
ministration of^thq  state's  .Accountability  Assessment  Program 
or  standardize^;i;esting  program  was  the  oe'cond  activity  requiring 
time  and  atte^'tJ-ltiiyi . 

A  di-acussion  of  some  of  the  djimensions  of  establishing 
goals  and  obj^tfve^  at  the  individual  school  level  and  the  ad- 
ministration of ''the  assessment  program  is  contained  in  the  fol- 
lowing narrative. 

..■"■■] 


.  ^'      "         Present:  Status  of-  the  Accountability  Program 

KHoK  /,  ^  "^^^  obi.ectives  for  Baltimore  County  were  esta- 

11.^  t  J^'m'''^^^^  y^^^'  h^^e  been  Recorded  in 

1973-74!    ^^y^^"^  Accountability  Program  Report,  published  'in  * 

Kf  w  "^'^  Baltimore  County,,  the  activities  retjuired  by  the 
establishment  of  goals  and  objectives  at  both  the  system  anH 
individual  school  levels  are  considered  the  most  important  di-  " 
mension  of  the  Maryland  Educational  Accountability  Act.  More 
^an  standardized  test  scores  and  related  matters,  this  dimension 
?^ contains  the  most  potential  for  the  improvement  of 
instruction  and  s,tudent  learning.  ,  * 

^  Establishing  goals  and  objectives  has  been  an  ongoing  • 

^f2f^^VK^°J^''^l'^^f  ^"  ^^^^  ^^^^  commence  with  the  pas-  ' 

df  19?2  ^^l^^^^yl^"^  Educational  Accountability  Act  iii  the  spring 
out  the  hiSo^v''Af''?if^^\^"?  instructional  programs  develofjed  through 
i n  -     II  °^         ^school  system  were  established  with  S  purpose 

in  mind    —  attainmeik  of  general  goals  and  more  specific  objec- 
tives.     Over,  the  yeari,  summer  and  in-school  workshops,  inservice 
day  programs,,  curricdtbri.  development  activities,  and  staff  develdp- 
ment  programs  attesyto  that  commitment.  '         •  - 

■     ^.   ^®  Maryland  Ediacational  Accountability  Act  has  had  a 
very  4|finrte~^nd  potentially  positive  influence  activities 
related  to  the  establishment  of  goa,ls  and'-^ibiectivi's  for  courses 
and  programs .    Beginning  efforts*  toi  implemengthe  law  have  had  an 
influence  in  the  following  areas.     First,  go£ls  and  objectives 
at  the  school  system  and  individual  schooL^evels  have^ecottie 
-aess  general. in  nature.     When  goals  and  objectives  bfive  been  • 
staged,  there  is  a  degree  pf  specificity  app4rentx€hat,  heretb- 
ford,  had  not  been  evident.     Second,  goals  and^aecflVes  have  ' 
become  mgre  student-oriented..  .  The  important  outcome  of  a  course     ^  J 
or  a  program  is^  ^hat  students'  obtAin  from  t)ieir  qo^Alrse  involve- 
ment.^    The  inpuf^ variables,  and  pirocess  vari^le.s  ,-4re*  still  con- 
sidered important,  but  added  ijaportance  is  Erected  to  students'  " 
outcome—  the  skills  and  knowledge/ they  acquire  from  partici- 
pating in  a  source  or  program.     Third,  the.fbrmal  evaluatiop-'ibf 
goals  and  objectives  has  been  reemphasi^ed .     The  evaluative  di- ^ 
mension  of  the  process  of  course  develoWnt,  implementation, 
and  refinement  is  being  emphasized  aM  required  to  an  extent 
not  evident  in  tjie  past.  ,    .  '     ^  • 

During  the'pi^4-75  school  yea/,  considerable  resources 
in  the  way  of  staff  time,  .  enprgy:,  aftMqnies  were  committed  to 
the  establishment  6f  goals  and  objectiveKat-the  iryii^idual  u 
school  level^In  Baltimore  Coun1%,  there  wSri^OI^^lementary  . 
and  ^6  secondary  schools  involv^  in  this  phase  of  the  accounta?-  •  .' 
bility  program.     In  addition  to"  the  staff  of  schools  involved,  /  • 


personnel  from  all  levels  of  the  administrative  and  supervisory^ 
structure,  most  all  of  the  subject  areas,  and  the  Office  of 
Elementary  Education  have  been  involved  in  this  activity  to  some  v 
degree  .*  .  * 

As  of  August  1975,  'the  goals  an^  objectives- in  the  ^ 
areas  of  readifng,  writing,  and  mathematics  were'  established,  re- 
vised if  needed,  and  approved  for  all  132  schools. 

Other  curriculum  areas  also  were  involved  in  esta- 
blishing goals  and  objectives  or  related  accountability  activi- 
ties.    These  areas  include  Physical  Education,  Business  Educa- 
tion, Guidance , Services ,  Health  Services,  and  Art  Education.  A 
companion  doctunent.  Narrative  Report  on  School  Level  Goals  and 
Objectives',  ^  describes  in  greater  detail  the  activities  engaged 
in, during  the  school  year. 

<.  Two  elementary  schools  in  Baltimore  County,  Chapel  Hill 
and  Westowne,  a:i:e  participating  in  the  Maryland  Alternative  Ac- 
countability Pilot  Project.     IJife  project  is  a  cooperative  endeavor 
sponsored  by  the  Maryland  S'^ate  Department  of  Education*  Maryland 
State  Teachers  Association^  and  the  National  Education  Associa- 
tion, which  focuses  accountability  activities  at  the -individual 
school  level.,   The  pilot  project  is  an  alternative  approach  to 
the  implementation  of  the  Maryland  Educational  Accountability 
'Act,*  which  de-emphasizes  the  use  of  standardized  tests  and  esta- 
blishes, as  a  primary  goal,-  direct  and  meaningful  communications 
between  the  school  and  the  community.     In  the  pilots  schqols , 
goals  and  objectives  a;re  established  in  concert  with  community 
groups,  and  evaluative  strategies  are  planned  following  agreement 
on  the  school's  goals  and  ob  jec?'tives .  '       '  * 

As  of  Septembe^"l9  75,  the  goals  and  objectives  of  both 
pilot  schools  in  Baltim^e  County  had  been  established.  During 
.the  19  75-76  school  year,  accountability  activities  will  focus  on 
planning  and  iinplem^ting  evaluative  strategies. 

(  .  •   '  ^ 

B.      ^       Jdbcal  Assessment  Activities 

.■^  •  ^ 

Once  goals  and  objectives  have  been  established, . it  is  often 
assumed  that  assj^ssment  of  goals  and  objectives  is  the  next  step  in  the 
evaluative  process.     However,  this  is  an  assumptioil,  that  warrants  furthe 
consideration.  /  One  must  first  ask:     Will/ the  curriculum  program^ ^nd  the 
teaching  strategies  used  for  its  imple^jieritation  lead  to  the  attainment 
of  the  goals  ^d  ob^eet^ves^?     In  the  es^blishment  of  tjie  goa/Ls  and^ 

^Maryland  •  S^ate  Department  of  Educatioi^i. 
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objectives  at  both  the  school  system  and  iiidi vidua!  school  Jevels,- 
:    every  eff^xt  w^s  made  to  ensure  a  direct  correspondence  between 
the  curriciuum  program  and  the' stated  goals  and  objectives.'  There 
is,  however^  an  element  of .uncertainty  that ' suggests  the  need  for 
ftirther  ve^^^ication.  ■     ^  " 

(      '  ^    ^  ,  .  .  . 

Verification  of  the  assumption  will  be  studied  and  con- 
sidered  during  the  1975-.76  school  year.     The  Office  of  Mathematics 
has  requested  individual  schools  to  study  one  or  two  of  the  objec- 
tives  in  mathematics  and  respond  to'  the  questions:     Can  the  pro- 
gram accomplish  the  selected  objecti/ve?  *  How  can  the  program 
accomplish  the  selected  objective?    /Readihg  teachers  at  the  sec- 
ondary school  level  are  being  asked  to  engage  in  similar  activi- 
ties.    As  resource  teachers,  they  are  developing  strategies  that 
will  assist /the  school  in  relating  programs  to  goals  and  objec- 
tives.    At  t>j^  elementary  school  level',  three  staf f-deveXopmen^: 
days  are  programmed  to  assist  schools  in  relating  their  programs 
to  their  goalfe  and  objectives.  •  ' 

During  Summer  1975,  the  Office  of  Guidance  Services 
developed  strategies  for  the  attainment  of  their  goals  and 
objectives  at  the  elementary ^chool  level.     The  amount  ^f  corres- 
pondence between  the  strategieisu^id  the  goals  and  objectives  will 
be  verified  and  refined  during  tl^*'"3>a75"76  school  year. 

'  During  the  1975-76  school  yefar,  we  anticipate  that  a 
portion  of  our  efforts,  probably  the  larger  portion,  will  be 
directed  toward  checking  the  amount  of  cbrrejspondence  between  pro- 
grams and  goals  and  objectives.  .     '  \  <^ 

Other  activities  related  to  asse^ment  will  also  consume 
considerable  energies  during  the  school  yeaiu     As  in  the  past  year, 
the  many  documents  generated  from  the  county testing  program  will 
be  used  at  both  the  system  and  individual  schdbl  levels  with  regard 
to  appraising  the  skills  areas  tested.    , in  addition,  the  English 


sample  goals  can  be  assessed; 
another  section  will  disduss  (iif ferent  types  of  evaluative  strategies 
and  techniques.     Three  of; the  evaluative  strategics  suggested  thus  tar 
include:     (1)   encduraging'^epartment  chairpersons  to  develop  sugges- 
tions for  ways  in  vJbjijifSb^         local  school  goals  can  be  assessed; 
(2)   directing  teach^r^?tp  present  lessons  ^related  t9;:writing  during 
formal  obse^xrj^tions,  thus  g;Lvirig  superv^ors  an'  opp|^unity  to  observe 
^  students*  alN-lit^,  to  writ^^^'arid  (3)   examining  student  c6mposition 
folders 'and  confe'^xin^<iSf^S|f^  about  their  composition  program. 
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In  reference  to  pres.ent  and  future  local  assessment 
needa  for  accountability  of  the  evaluative  process,  two  consider a~ 
tions  need  to  be  noted,  i  First,  evaluative  strategies  should  be  more 
inclusive  than  just  pfencXl-and-paj^r  type  tests  or  standardized 
tests.     In  addition  to  tests,  a  variety  of  evaluative  procedures 
and/or  devices  including,  but  not  limited  to,  tecim  observations, 
teacher  objections,  informal  testing,  and  grades  should  be  incor- 
porated in  an  evaluative  strategy.     Second,  prob^ly  no.  area  needs 
more  immediate  attention  than  that  of  training  and  preparation  of 
staff  for  evaluation  and  assessment,  especially  as  it  relates  to 
accountability  aAd  the  attainment  of  goals  and  objectives.  The 
bulletin.  Helping  Teachers  Assess  Students'  Growth  in  English, 
addresses  this  issue.     In  addition,  inservice  courses  are  being 
considered. 


C.  .Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  data  reported  for  Baltimore  County  in  this  i?e|)ort 
are  quite  similar  to  the  results  that  app'eared  in  the  firs.t  Mary- 
land Accountability  Program  Report.     Compared  with  similar 
of  past  years,   there  are  no  surprises  or  substantial  differwices. 
However,  in  comparing  the  1974-75  average  grade  equivalent  scores 
for  Baltimore  County  with  similar  scores  for  the  State  of;tMaryland 
in  various "^reate  tested  by  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  and  the 
Cognitive  Abilities  Test  at  Grades  3,  5,   7  and  9,  the  average 
county  SCO/res  exceed  the  state  averages  in  all  areas. 

When  compared  with  national  grade  equivalents,  the  aver- 
age grade  equivalent  scores  for  Baltimore  County  vary  above  and 
below  the  national  norms.     According  to  the  data  ap|ieaririig  in  the 
report,  Baltimore  County's  average  grade  equivalent  score  in 
Language  Total  at  Grade  3  was  six  and  a  half  months  above  the 
national  norm;   the  average  Reading  Comprehension  score  for  Grade  9 
was  four  and  a  half  months  below  the  national  norm.     The  other  average 
grade  equivalents  for  Baltimore  County  varied  between  those  posi- 
For  a  secona  year,  the  averayti  cjraae  equivalent  ccores  roi 
the  lower  grades  were  „relatively  higher. 

a  '  •      .       ^"  , 

A  number  of  comments  were  prepared  for  last  year's  Mary- 
land Accountability  Program  Report  that  are  just  as  apropos  now. 
For  example,  it  was  aske'd  in  question  forjn;^Wi  11  a  better  under- 
standing of  measurement  ancj  testing  resu30i^rom  involvement  in 
the  accountability  program?     Will  the  reader  of  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program  Report,  for  example,  realize  the  differ- 
ences  between  the  appraisal  of  student  progress  toward  specific 
goals  and  objectives  and  the  ranking  of  schooTs  on  average  grade 
equivalent  measures?     Will  the  reader  realize  that  ranking  in- 
formation provides  an  indication  or  highlights  an  area  measured  by 
the  test  that  possibly  needs  further  consideration,  but  that  it  does 
not  appraise'  hpw  well  students  are  progressing  toward  stated  goals 
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and  objectives?    Will  the  reader  realize  that  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program  Report  does  not  directly  assess  student 
progress  toward  goal«  and  objectives? 

u         w    J^ctivities  leading  to  the  resolution  of  these  questions' 

■  f ^S??;^     V  ^^k"  ^^""^^^  school  system,  and 

individual  school .  ^ 

°'  Program  Modification  Activities 

M      ,     J  months  ahead,  the  information  reported  in  the 

Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report  will  be  subjected  to  indepth 
analysis.     The  ranking-type  data  that  appear  in  the  report  will  be 
used  to  highlight  or  point  out  conditions  that  warrant  further 
study.     Once  identified,  other  test  result  documents  available  in 
Baltimore  County  containing  item  analysis  information  will  be  em- 
ployed to  appraise  actual  student  performance.    As  in  past  years, 
the  information  gained  from  studying  the  item  analysis  information, 
when  appropriate,  will  be  incorporated'  into  future  curricular  anH 
instructional  workshops  and  study  comTri-i  ttees ,  and  in  studpnt  re- 
view procedures  at  the  individual  school  level.     in  addition,  se- 
lected skills  areas  at  a  particular  grade  level  may  receive  dif-  - 
ferent  emphases  with  regard  to  time  allotment  or  teaching  approach. 
A  change  that  has  resulted  from  this  process  has  been  the  realign- 
ment of  the  responsibility  for  writing  skills  at  the  secondary 
school  level.     Every  teacher  in  a  school  will  be  responsible  fbr 
the  development  of  writing  skills  ~  not  just  the  English  staff. 

Over  the  years,  major  progtfam  changes  or  changes  in  the 
balance  of  program  offerings  have  not  been  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  test  scores  in  Baltimore  County.     The  information  contained  In 

Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report  probably  will  not  alter 
this  position.  ~   

Beginning  next  school  year,  a  new  statewide  program  will 
be  implemented  that  will  affect  the  goals  and  objectives  and  the 
assessment  component  of  the  accountability  program.     Next  Sep- 
tember, fiust  graders  will  be  exposed  to  the  metric  system,  for 
example,  goals  and  objectives  as  well  as  appropriate  assessment 
procedures  will  need  to  be  established  before  these  stu(ients 
are  tested  in  Grade  3.      .  v 


^-               Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvi^mtentl  of 
Programs  and  Services  ' '   1  

Embodied  in  this  narrative  are  a  niomber  of  suggestions 
for  future  needs  and  services.     Any  listing  should  include  the 
following:  ^  f 
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•  The  development  of  comprehensive  evaluatiorf 
strategies; 

•  The  development  of  g'oals  and  objectives  for  the 
metric  system  and  related  assessment  procedures; 

0    The  development  of  training  programs  for  teachers 
and  administrators  that  focus  on  the  utilization 
of  better  assessment  f^rocedures  and  more  compre- 
hensive evaluative  strategies;  and 

•  The  development  of  strategies  to  increase  the 
understanding  of  evaluative  infoinnation  and 
data  by  educators  and  the  public. 

What  is  needed,  of  course,  are  the  resources  to  work  on  these 
needs • 

The  second  Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report  should 
contain  a  section  on  the  cautions  that  need  to  be  considered  when 
interpreting  data  included  in  the  report.  , 


^  5  '  ^ 
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TABLE  1. 


..    ,  BALTIMORE  COUNTY 

SYSTi!M  LEVEL  --  COMMUNll^D  ^PUBLI C  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE  + 


A.     ypHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN  ' 

FAMILY 

INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  -  \ 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN  \ 

6^0f&22 

13,998 

4.4 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

<5)  . 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25,  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

12  .1 

12.1 

B.     ^(;hQQL  characteristics    (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER, 


(6) 

TOTAL 

\SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(6) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

126,145 

il3»4&0 

 ■  r- 

i 2 3, 840 

10  .0 

22.0 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

36."^55 

17.9 

«^3.9X 

C,     p^NANClAL  CHARACTERISTICS    IFOR   1973-197^^  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCT  ION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXP.ENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFF  ICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

il, 1(^1.72 

i872. 86 

75. IX 

123.03 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDltURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.  OX 

17  .82 

0,7X 

4  SEE  C>^APTk   3.   PAGES  60-65,  FOR 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


:oR-frefs.<;jnc^  0   terms  and  s|urces  of  data 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY 


TABLE  2. 


Irnol^  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 

SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  twuiVA 


•  SK  CHArTCR  >,  MGI 


**-t7,  rOh  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCtS  OF  DAT*  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


\ 


(3) 

SPELLING 
♦ 

3 

98.^7 

To5 

5 

98. •! 

'l06 

105.7 

14.82 

1.67 

9904 

97.80 

27 

104.2 

15.05 

7.56 

1.94 

lOtBI 

96.58 

^  28 

104.1 

15.57 

8.88 

2.07 

Capital- 
ization 

•545 

J  98.51 

105 

105.9 

— t  

15.43 

4.31 

y  ^  ■■ 

1.24 

9741 

^  -rt.82 

106 

105.7 

14.62 

5.88 

1.64 

9904 

97.88 

27 

104.2 

15^05 

7.46 

1.94 

101  •  I 

96.63 

2i 

104.1 

IS.  57 

8.82 

2.17 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

•545 

98.51 

105 

105.9 

15.43 

4.46 

1.37 

974  • 

98.83 

106 

105.7 

14.82 

5.97 

1.55 

9904 

97.86 

t  *27 

104.2 

IS.  05 

7.25 

1.97 

lO^^I  ' 

96.65 

104.1 

15,57 

8.56 

2.16 

I   " 

ERIC 
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•  ^  BALTIMORE  COUNTY 

r 

J  , 

FABl.f.   2.      SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  . AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES   AND  ACADTMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE.  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(X) 
GRADE 

(2  ) 

NUMBER  OP 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

(  3  ) 

PERCENT  Of 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(*) 

NUMBER  Of 

SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
<r  GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

STANDARD 
'DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 

( 6  > 

3 

•  5^5 

98. *8 

105 

105*9 

15. *3 

* .  16 

1.35 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

\ 

97*8 

98.79 

106 

105.7 

1*.62 

5.67 

X.&2 

7 

990* 

97.79 

27 

10*.  2 

15.05 

7.33 

1.96 

9 

10B81 

96.60 

28 

10*.  1 

15.57 

8?51 

2.1* 

3 

8515 

98.12 

105, 

105.9 

15.13 

1.38 

1.16 

LAfiGUAGE 
TOTAL 

5 

9718 

98.77 

106 

105.7 

11.82 

5.90 

1.12 

7 

9901 

97.68 

27 

101.2 

15.05 

7.12 

1.71 

 ' 

9 

— ■  1 — 

?8 

15.57 

8.71 

1.86 

(  0  1 

3 

90.0^ 

lr5.*3 

*.o* 

.  96 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

5 

97*8 

98.83 

106 

—  1 

105.7 

1*.I2 

6.17 

l.*0 

7 

990* 

97.69 

27 

10*.  2 

15.05 

7.67 

1.71 

9 

10681 

96.29 

26 

10*.  1 

15.57 

9.20 

1.11 

(9) 

3 

85*5 

98.03 

105 

105.9 

15. *3 

3.91 

1.02  - 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

5 

97*1 

98.82 

106 

105.7 

1*.62 

5.66 

1.  36 

7 

990* 

97.71 

27 

10*.  2 

15.05 

7.*8 

1.69 

9 

10181 

96.  32 

26 

10*.  1 

15.57 

6.67 

 J  

UO) 

3 

85i|5 

98.01 



105 

105.9 

15.13 

1.00 

.91 

fWTHEHATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

9718 

98.82 

106 

105.7 

11.82 

5.91 

1.31 

7 

9901 

97.61 

27 

101.2 

15.05 

7.71 

1.57  - 

9 

1088.1 

9fi.?l 

 28 

101.1 

15,57 

^*  •             <^H  rt 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3 

,   PAGES  68-69 

,  FOR  DEFINITION  Of  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  0| 

DATA  PROVIDED 

IN  THIS'^AILE 

4 


ERIC 


BALTIMORE  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  --  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WIt'h 

ll^r.^^lloiiV'''^'^'^^^  ^^^^  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  Ar,E  ^^CORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
X973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAl{ 
X97A  -  X975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

105.0 

105.9 

5 

105.7 

105.7 

7 

103.8 

104.2 

9 

103,8 

104.1 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.88 

3.94 

5 

5.54 

5.51 

7 

7.34 

7.31 

9 

8.91 

8,87 

4'  • 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.94 

4.02 

5 

5.61 

5.65 

7 

'   7.30  • 

7.27 

9 

8,75 

8,76 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

4.24 

4.38 

5 

5.88 

5.90 

7 

7.50 

7.42 

9. 

8.72 

8.71 

, 

t  ■  mfi 

HATHEHATICAL  ' , 
TOTAL 

3  • 

3.99 

4.00 

 ih  

5 

5.97 

5.94 

7 

7.78 

7.71 

9 

9,09 

9.06  -  • 

♦  SEf  CHAPTER   3,    PACES  70-71,    FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOP   JNTERPftETUrG   THIS   TA^LE  . 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  11  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT   STULENT  POPULATIONS, 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (ARBUTUS  -  CHURCH  LANE) 
TABLE  3.'       SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


> 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL  , 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTtN- 
DANCE 

(^) 

TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPbRlENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9  J 

SCHOOL   AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED  ' 
(10) 

MCDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
Ml) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOMt 
($) 
(12) 

tcacher 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

AMUTUS 


BACK  RIVER 


BALTIMORE  HIGHLA^/DS 


BATTLE  GROVE 


BEAR  CREEK 


BEDFORD 


BERKSHIRE 


CAMPFIELD 


CARNEY 


CARROLL  MANOR 


CATONSVILLE 


K-6  521  23.7        96.8  20.0  2.0  11.0  21.2  36. 1.2  11.5  12,080 

^''f>  308  25.7  9^.5  11.0  1.0           7.3  19.0  25.0       -      3.9          9.9  10,277 

K-5  663  22,0  9^.9  29.0  2.0  9.0  21.8  29.0    '        4,5  10,1  9544 

)t-6  678  18.3  94,4  35.0    ^      2.0  11.3  19,0  59.7  7.7  10*0  10,106 

K-6  752  21.5  94.9  33.0  2.0  ia.4  34.0  11.4  2.6  11.7  11,1,53 

K-5  454  22.7  92,0  18.0  2.0  11.9  22.5  50.0  1.4  12.3  14tl39 

K-6  560  22.0  96.6  23.5  2.0  8.9  26l.3  19.6  1.3          9.9  10,665 

K-6  485  26.2  95.0  16.3  2.0  9.6  23.9  37 - P  0.7  12.4  14i322 

460  20.0  97.0  21.0  2.0  11.4  19.5  39.1  4.0  11.5  12,079 

K-6  bOZ  22.3  97.0  25.0  2.0  12.7  22.0  35.2  4.7  12.4  16,346 

K-6  617  20.9  95.6  27.5  2.0  9.2  26.1  ZT,^  3.9  11.4  12,368 


CEDARMERE 


V 


Chadwick 


K-6  708  21.8      94.7  30.5  2.0  8.7       30.5  26.1 

^-b,  414  20.7       95.9  18.0  2.0         10.1       18.5  50.0 


6.7        12.0  11,587 

1 

0.0        12.4  12,110 


CHAPEL  HJLL 


CHARLESMONT 


CHASE 


K-6    ^     421"        17.5      95.9  22.0  2.0  7.2       13.5  29.2 


,4 


K-6  577  19.5       95.8  2  7.5  2.0  8.1       23.5  23.7 

¥/i  661  22.4      95.2  27.5  2.0        10.5       19,7  23.7 


3.7        11.3  12,08^ 


6.5        10.9  10,509 


9.0        10.8  10,778 


CHESAPEAKE  TERRACE 


CHURCH  LAHE 


K-6  268  24.4       94. e 


9.0  2.0 


K-6  661  20,9       91,0  30. 


2,0 


13.1  ^3.0 

\ 

9.2  20.0 


18.2 


a.O  9,8        10 t 360 


^3-7  2.3        12.3  ,  13,410 


4  see  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE, 


BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (ARBUTUS   -  CHURCH  LANE) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCQRES,  BY 
SKILL  AREAt   COMP'ARED  WITPi  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  jON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  ^ 

BALTIMORL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  StUltM 

SKILL  ARLaS 


SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE 


AVtRACE 
bAS 


vocadulary 

AVERAGE  MARY- 

*LAN0 
CE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


Ef  cr 


I-  AVERAGE     MAM^-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      niFFfR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER- 


GE 


LAND 
NOPM 


Lfi^E 


GE 


LAND  ENCE 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EMCE 


AROUTUS 


107,1 


M.OO 
b.f>0 


3,77 
5.75 


♦  .23 


3,00 
5,70 


3*0M 
5.77 


-•OM 
-.07 


M,30 
6.00 


11.22 
6.00 


♦  •oa 

♦  .00 


M.OO 
6.M0 


3.A2 
5.95 


♦  .M5 


BACK  KIVLK 


9M  .M 
102.9 


2.^0 
M.90 


3.17 
5.3ft 


-.27 
-.MO 


3.00 
5.10 


3.22 
5. Ml 


•  2? 

.31 


3.?0 
5.20 


3.61 
5.65 


-.Ml 
-.M5 


3. MO 
5.50 


3.29 
5.62 


♦.M 


baltimoi^  hicmlanos  3 


BATTLE  CROVE 


BE.AR  CKCEK 


102.7 
102.6 


100. M 
9S.0 


103. M 
105, M 


3.60 
5.20 


3.70 
M  .90 


3.70 
5.20 


3.71 
5.3Sr 


3.56 
5.01 


3.75 
5.60 


4  .Of) 
-.15 


4.1M 

-.11 


-.05 
-.MO 


3.60 
5. MO 


3.60 
5.00 


3.ftCr 
5.30 


3.7B 
5.36 


3.62 
5.06 


3.03  ' 
'5.62 


*.02 


.02 
.06 


-.071 
-.32 


M.OO 
5.50 


M.20 
5.30 


M«MO 
5.10 


M.16 
5«62 


M.Ol 
5.30 


M.21 
5.ft6 


BLDFORO 


111.5 
113.7 


M.20 
6.20 


M.26 
6.33 


-.oa 

-.13 


M.MO 
6.30 


M.37 
b.32 


♦  .03 
-.02 


M  .60^ 
6.70 


M.75 
6.55 


-.15 
♦  .15 


M.  10 
6.30 


M.2A 
6.  MA 


-.Ift 
-.Ift 


DERkShIRC 


103.7 
107.1 


3.50 
5.  10 


3.77 
5.75 


-.27 
-.65 


3.60 
5.30 


3.65 
5.77 


.25 
.M7 


M.OO 
5.60 


M.23 
6.00 


-.23 
-.MO 


3.50 
5.60 


3.03 
5.95 


-.33 
-.35 


CAHPFIELO 


106.2 
102.2 


3.90 
5.10 


3.93 
5.31 


-.03 
-.21 


3.00 
5. MO 


M.Ol 
5.35 


-.21 
♦  .0«j 


M  .  I  0 
5.60 


M.99 
5.59 


-.29 
♦  .01 


3.70 
5.60 


3.97 
5.56 


-.27 
♦  ,0M 


CARNEY 


10^.6 
106.5 


M  .10 
^60 


3.90 
5.G<> 


<.?0 
-.09 


M.  10 
5.70 


5.97 
5.71 


♦  .  n 

-.01 


M.60 
6.00 


M.35 
5.95 


♦  .25 

♦  .05 


M.30 
6.20 


3.9M 
5.90 


♦  .36 

♦  .30 


CARROLL  MANOR 


113.9 
10ft. 0 


M.MO 
6.00 


M.M3 
5re3 


-.03 
♦  .17 


M.60 
6.20 


M.53 
5.6M 


♦  .07 

♦  .36 


5.10 
6. MO 


M.91 
6.07 


♦  .19 

♦  .33 


M.50 
6.60 


M.M2 
6.  02 


♦  .Oft 

♦  .5ft 


CATONSVlLLt 


cloarmere 


106.0 
10M,9 

I0f,6 
10ft, 3 


M.IO 
5.60 


M.IO 
5. MO 


,  3.92 
5.55 


3.77 
5.A5 


«.1B 
4.05 


♦  .3^ 

-.Mr, 


■I.MO 

M.20 
5*70 


M.OO 
5.5ft 


3.0M 
5.67 


♦  .MO 

♦  .32 


♦  .36 
-.17 


M.50 
5.90 


M.MO 
5. AO 


M.3S 
5.ftl 


M.22 
6.10 


♦  .12 

♦  .09 


♦  .1ft 
-.30 


M.OO 
6.  10 


3.90 
6.00 


3.96 
5.78 


3.ft2 
6.05 


♦  ^OM 
♦.32 


♦  ,0Q 
-.05 


CHAUMIi^K 


112.2 
105.7 


M.IO 
5.70 


M  .  32 
5.62 


.2? 

.on 


M.IO 

5*70 


M  .M2 
5».65 


-.32 
♦  .05 


M.90 
5.60 


M.79 
5.ft6 


♦  .11 
—.2ft 


M.50 
6.00 


M.32 
S.ftM 


♦  .Ift 

♦  «16 


CHAPEL  HILL 


103. ft 
106.3 


M.20 
5.00 


3.7A 
5,6ft 


♦  .M2 
-.60 


M.30 
5. MO 


3.65 
5.70 


.MS 
.30 


M.60 
5.50 


M.23 
5.93 


♦  .37 

*-.M3 


M.30 
5.90 


3.ft3 
5,«9 


♦  .M7  • 

♦  .01 


CHAHL^SHONT 


*  46.M 
9ft. 2 


3. MO 
M.AO 


3.30 
M.96 


♦  .10 
-.16 


3.50 
M.90 


3.36 
S.Ol 


♦  .IM 
-.11 


3.70 


3.7M 
5.2b 


-•OM 
-.35 


3.60 
5.10 


3. MO 
5.2m 


♦  .20 


CHASE 


9A.9 
99. A 


3.30 
M.60 


3.M6 
5.10 


-.16 
-.50 


3.20 
M.90 


3.52 
5.15 


-.32 
-.25 


3.50 
5.20 


3.91 
5.39 


•  Ml 
.19 


3.<I0 
5. MO 


3.55  •/ 
5.37 


-.15 
♦  .03 


CHESAPEAKE  TErRAC; 


10<(.2 
10^.9 


3.70 
5. AO 


3*^1 
5.M6 


«-.ll 
4.3M 


3. AO 
5.70 


3.60 
5.M9 


-.OA 
♦  .21 


M.60 
5.70 


M.26 
5.73 


♦  .3<> 
-.03 


3.70 
5.70 


3.A6 
5.70 


-.16 
♦  .00 


C»1URCH  LANE 


IIM.M 
10A.7 


M.MO 
5.60 


M.M6 
5. 09 


-.06 
-.29 


M  .50 
5.90 


M.56 
5.90 


-.06 
♦  .00 


5. 00 
6. 10 


M.9M 
6.13 


♦  .06 
-.03 


M.50 
6. MO 


M.M5 
6«0A 


♦  .05 

♦  .32 


♦  SEE  CHXIfTBR  3.  PAGES  74-75,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•»  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
FECIAL  INSTRUCTIWS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAlLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   ( COCKE YSV I LLE  -  GLENMAR) 
TABLE   3.    ^SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC   SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


ESSEX 

FEATHERBED  LANE 
FIFTH  DISTRICT 
FORT  GARf^ISON 
FORT  HOWARD 
FRANKLIN 
FULLCRTON 
GLEKHAR 


SCHOOL  NAME 

1 

GRADE  . 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAV 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL 

MfeNT 

(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DA  ILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEAftS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT-1 

SCHOOL 

r  . 

AQi,  CHILDREN 

STAFF 
MASTER  'S 

iTECREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
1 10) 

MEDIAN 

educa-  J 

riON  OF^ 
MOTHER 
(111 

^AM  ILY 

INCOML 
(1  ) 
(12  1 

Tt ACHFR 
(D  J 

ADMIN, 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(6  ) 

COCKEYSVILLE 

K 

-6 

19  »  7 

96.5 

21.0 

2.0 

11.6 

10.5 

26.1 

6.2 

12.1 

13t  300 

COLGATE 

K 

-6 

309 

19  •  0 

96>«  1 

17.6 

2.0 

^,^ 

19.0 

33.7 

4.1 

9.9 

lOf  729 

CROMWELL  VALLEYy 

K 
/ 

-6  . 

^6  3 

21*0 

96.6 

20.0 

2.0 

14.0 

10. 1 

50.0 

1.1 

Jit:  .  O 

17 1  746 

DEEP  CREEK 

K 

-6 

30X 

21*2 

9^.5 

16.  0 

2.0 

6.3 

10.0 

30.9 

4.1 

MM  .  c 

W  3  f 

DEER  PARK 

K- 

-5 

630 

2  3a  3 

9^.2 

26.  ^ 

1.0 

0.0 

19.0 

51.1 

3.6 

12.2 

13i562  ; 

DUNDALK 

K- 

-6 

09^ 

21.5 

95.3 

39.5 

2.0 

11.0 

24.0 

20.9 

10.2 

10.0 

9719 

EASTWODl) 

K- 

-6 

2  75 

17.^ 

95.2 

1^.0  « 

1.  B 

7.1 

23.2 

30.4  . 

\  6.9 

9.6 

101667 

EDGEHERE 

K- 

■6 

657 

19.6 

95.^ 

31.5 

2.0 

10.2 

22.5 

29.9 

6.9 

10. 1 

10, 775 

EDMONSON  HEIGHTS 

K- 

6 

00  3 

21.2 

96.  3 

35.0 

2.0 

11.0 

23.0 

47.6 

3.4 

12. 1 

11,610 

ELMWOOD 

K- 

6 

750 

22.3 

95.  3 

32.0 

2.0  'v.3fP.^ 

^4.1 

30.2 

6.1 

11.0  10i705 

K-6 


633  10.9       95.9  31.5 

540        '  20.4      96. 3  24.0 


K-6  367  19.5      97.2  17.9 


2.0         12  . 1  1.9  .  5  26-9.  --    4 .  ^          10 . 1  11,232 

2.0         10. fir  29.3  36.6  2-4           12.2  12,365 

/ 

/ 

1.0         12.6  la.O  f9.2  9.5          li.0       _J.l.  309 


K-6  430  21.3       00.2  10.2  2.0  7.1       19.3         44.5  2.3  \zA 


24,509 


»^r6  144  16.9      94.7  7.5 


1-6  752  20.9      96,7  34.0 


1.0  9.9       17.0         17.6  21.3 


9.4  10,309 


2.0         12.2,      21.5         36.1  5.9  12.1  11,752 

/"^  22.3      96.1  27.0  2.0  B.6       22.3         27.6  3.0  11.1  11,690 

•^"6  l^'^      95.2  3'2.5         '^'^L^  ^5.9  1.0  10.2  10,195 


♦  SCE  CHAPTER  3#  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  TMIs't>BLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   { COCKEYSV I LLE  -  GLENMAR) 


TABLE  4, 


UALTIHOKL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYblLH 


Jou 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   FQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

Skill, ahlas 


Scwo^ 


VOCAOULARY 

ORAUC  AVCRAGC  AVERAGE  HAMY- 
LANO 

SAS  OE  NORM 


READING  COMPHEHENSlOM 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


OjFFrn-  AVERAGE     MARY-       OlFFER-  AVERAGE     MaHY^      OIFFlR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER 


ErXF 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCC 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EMCE 


COCKtY^VlLLt 


3  105,5 
b  lOfl.O 


3,90 
5, HO 


b,90 


«.0I 
-.50  , 


M.OO 
5,80 


5,97 
b,91 


♦  ,03  ••,J0 


H,35 
6,1m 


-,25 
-,2M 


3,  AO 
5,90 


3,93 
6,09 


-,10 


COLGATE 


3  1U1,B 
b     lb  1,6 


3,60 
H,HO 


3,65 
5,26 


-,0b 
-,B0  • 


3,bO 
5,  10 


3,72 
b,30 


-,22  3,70 
-,20        '5, MO 


H,IO 
5,5M 


-,H0 
-,  IM 


3,30 
b,20 


3,72 
5,51 


,H2 
,31 


CROMWELL  VALLEY 


115,0 
113,7 


H,60 
6,  MO 


M  ,50 
6,33 


4,10 

♦  ,07 


M,00 
6, MO 


4,60 
6,32 


♦  ,20 
f  ,00 


5,?0 
6.50 


M,90 
6,5b 


♦  ,22 
-,05 


M,70 
6,60 


•I, MA 
6, MS 


♦,22 
♦,12 


DEEP  CREEK 


103,6 
101,6 


3,60 
M,70 


3,77 
5,26 


-,J7 
-,56 


3,00 
M,90 


3,0M 
b,30 


-,0M 
-,M0 


3, no 

5,10 


M  ,22 
5,5M 


-,M2 
-,MM 


3,60 
5, MO 


3.02 
5,51 


-,22^ 
-,ll' 


DEEH  HARK 


3  103,0 
b  100,0 


4,00 
b,90 


3,73 
5, A3 


4,27 
4,07 


M,00 
5,90 


3.00 
5,84 


♦  ,20 

♦  ,06 


M,SO 
6,10 


4,10 
6,07 


♦  ,32 

♦  ,03 


3,90 
6,00 


3,79 
6,02 


♦  ,11 
-,02 


DUNbALK  & 


3  102,1 
b  102,7 


3,20 
b,00 


3,67 
5,36 


-,47 
-,36 


3,60 
5,30 


3,74 
b,39 


14 
-,09 


4, no 

6,?0 


4,12 
5,63 


-^12 
♦  ,57 


3,70 
5,00 


3,7>  , 
b,6i>7 


w,03 
•  ,20 


EASTWOOD 


COGEMEHE 


3  107,2 
5  101,2 


3  97,9 
5  101,0 


3,60 
4,90 


3,50 
b,  10 


4,  00 
5,23 


3,40 
5,20 


-,M0 
-,33 


♦  ,10 
-,  10 


3,50 
5,10 


3,60 
5,40 


4, on 

5,27 


3,46 
b,3? 


-,5fl  •  3.70 
-,17       5, no 


♦  ,|4 

♦  ,0P 


4  .  )0 
5,60 


4,46 

5,50 


3,04 
5,5b 


-,76  • 
-,50 


i,26 

n05 


A.«o 

5, MO 


3,60 
5,  AO 


M,  03 
StMO 


3,49 
5,53 


-.23 
-,00  ' 


♦  ,11 
♦,27 


EOMONbON  HL tOHTS 


3  106,0 
b  100,5 


4,10 
b,90 


3,97 
5,87 


♦  ,  1  ^ 

♦  ,03 


4,20 
6,10 


4#05 
b,08 


♦  ,15 

♦  ,22 


4,70 
6,40 


4,43 
6,11 


♦  ,27 

♦  ^ 


4,10 
6, MO 


4<,  01 
6,06 


♦  ,09 

♦  ,34 


'  ELMrfOOlf 
ESSEX 

FEATHtROLO  LA*4E 
FIFT*I  DISTRICT 


3  105,2 
5  99,9 


5  102,9 


103,7 
104,7 


107,0 
113,4 


3,00 
b,  10 


5,20 


3, AO 
b,40 


3,90 
b,90 


3,07 
5,11 


5,30 


3,77 
5,54 


3,99 
6,30 


-,07 
-,01 


-,10 


♦  ,0^ 
-,14 


-,09 
-^40 


3,90 
5,10 


5,30 


4,00 
5,60 


3,70 
6,00 


3,95 
5,16 


5,41 


3,05 
5.56 


<^,07 
6,30 


,05 
,06 


♦  ,15 

♦  ,04 


.37 
.30 


4,60 
5,50 


5,40 


4,40 
6,  lO 

/ 

4,00 
6,  to 


,^3 

40 


"^,65 


Q,23 
5,00 


4,4S 
6,52 


♦  ,27 

♦  ^10 


,P5 


♦  ,30 


-,45 
-,42 


3,90 
5,70 


5,40 


3,70 
5,90 


4,00 
6,50 


3,91 
5,30 


5,62 


3,03 
5,76 


4.02 
6,45 


-.01 
♦  .32 


.22 


-,1S 
♦,  IM 


-.02 
♦  .05 


fvni  GARRISON 


112,9 

iio;5 


4,50 
6,50 


4,37 
6,05 


4,13 

♦  ,4fi 


4,50 
6,40 


4,46 
6,05 


♦  ,04 

♦  ,35 


4,80 
7,00 


4,04 

6,20 


-,04 
♦  ,72 


4,40 
6,90 


4,36 
6,22 


•  ,04 

♦  ,60  • 


FORT  HOWARD 


3  103,9 
5  96,7 


3,  30 
4  ,50 


3,79 
4,83 


-,40 
-,33 


3,50 
4,00 


3,06 
4,89 


-,36 
-,09 


4,50 

«^.90 


4,24 
5,13 


4,26 
-,23 


3,70 
5, MO 


3,04 

5;  1 2 


♦  ,20 


FRANKlIN 


FULLEiUON 


102,4 
103,3 


107,0 
10M,6 


3,00 
S.  30 


4,  ?0 

5,  bO 


3,69  . 
5,41 


3,99 
5,53 


♦  ,1 1 
-,11 


-,03 


3,00 
5,40 


4,30 
5,40 


3.76 
b.44 


4.07 
5.55 


.♦.04 
-.04 


♦  .23 
-.15 


4,f>0 
5,60 


4  ,40 
5,50 


4  ,  14  ^ 
5,60 


4,45 
5,79 


-,1M 
-,00 


-,05 
-,29 


3.00 
5.00 


4.10 
5.50 


3.75 
5.65 


4  ,02 
5.7» 


-.20 


CLEltMAR 


99,5 
100,7 


3.40 
b.20 


3.50 
S,  10 


-,10 
♦  .02 


3,30 
5,20 


3.b6 
5,22 


-,?6 
-,02 


3,70 
5.30 


3.95 
5.M6 


-.25 
-.16 


3,«»0 
5.60 


3.50 
5.M4- 


-.10 
♦  .16 


#  SEE  CHAPTfiR  3,  #AGES  7<,-75,   F0«  nfPINITION  OF   TERMS,   EXPLANAT  I  ON  Of  ASTERISK   (♦»   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFPEHeNCC"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTION'S  FOR   INTERPRETING  THE  "D 1 FF ERENC 6 "  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY  (GRANGE  -  LUTHERVILLE) 


TABLE  3'.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOI^  I^ESOURC'eS  PROFILE* 


< 

i 

PE  RCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

•a 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MA5T6R»S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVF 
(9) 

SCHOOL 
 4_  , 

AGb  Children 

• 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RAT  I  0 
(3> 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  year's 
EXPERIENCE 

PER 06  NT 
/  DIJiAP- 
VAN- 
TAG£D 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
JION  OF 
WOTHEH 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHE  R 
(5) 

ADM  I N . 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

INCOML 
(  t  ) 
(12) 

GRANGE 

55^ 

21.3 

95.5 

24.0 

2.0 

6.2 

22.5 

23.1 

• 

'll.  3 

111  487 

GRAY  HANdR 

*  K-6 

516 

18.4 

96.1 

26.0 

2.0 

10.7 

11.0 

25.0 

7.9  ' 

10.1 

10i963 

GUNPQWBER 

K-6 

A98 

22.6 

97.1 

20.0 

2.0 

IIJ  3 

17.8 

45.5  , 

3.5 

11.7 

121849 

HALETHORPE 

.  K-6 

1 

203 

23.9- 

95.0 

6.5 

2.0 

8.0 

15.5  23.5 

4.1 

11.4 

llt879 

HAMPTON 

K-6 

427 

21.3 

97.6 

18.0 

2.0 

10.9 

31.0 

40.0 

0.1 

5,2.7 

i 

18,805 

HARFORD  HILLS 

K-6 

5  59 

19.6 

97.0 

25.5 

3.0 

9.2 

16.7 

42.1 

2.7 

« 

i^fi 

12,546 

HAWTHORNE 

K-6 

821 

21.9 

95.2 

35.5 

2.0 

10.5 

21.7 

24.0  . 

5.2 

11.4 

10, 339 

HEBBVILLE 

K-6 

533 

22.2 

94.2 

22.0 

2.0 

14.1 

15.3 

41.7 

2.0 

12.3 

12 f 713 

HERNWOOD 

k-5 

351 

22.8 

93.*9 

13.4 

2.0 

10.2 

17.0 

42.2 

12.1 

13,979 

HiLLCllEST 

HILLENBALE 

INVERNESS 
JOHNNYCAKE 

KIN6SVILLE 

LANSDOWNE 

LOCH  RAVEN 

LOGAN 

LUTHERVILLE 


K-6  496  20.4       96.4  23.3         l.O  8.8        24.7  34 


4.1  12.3'  3'3'262 


K-6  800  22.8  96.1  33.1  2.0  9.9  33.3  27.9  4.6  12.3  l'!L,80a 

4-6  636  20.1  94.8  29.7  2.0  9.4  27.5  36.9  3.8  11,2  10,628 

K-6  527  10.5  96.6  26.5  2.0  11.3  21.3-  31.6  2.7  12.1  13,058 

K-6  602  21.4  97.1  26.1  2.0  15.8  17.5  28.2  2.6  12.2  13f003 

K-5  454  22.7  95.2.  18.0  2.0  10.8  13.8  50.0  5.6  9.9  10fl03. 

K-6  741  20.5  ,  96. 3  34.4  1.8  9.3  2  8.0  33.7  2.9  12.1  11,409 

K-3  588  19.5  %5.6  28.1  2.0  8.2  22.3  23.3  ,       5.6  10.7  10,705 


K-6  580  20.6      97.6  26.1    '     2.0        10.8        33.5  41. 


2.0  12.6  I5t227 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERM3  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TABLE  4. 


BALTIMOHL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  Stb'UH 


BALTIMORE  'COUNTY   (GRANGE  -  LUTHERVILLE) 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHQM  AVERAGE  ^RM)E   EQUIVALENT   SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVEI^AGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

f  '  '  .'  .  ' 

'  Skill  areas 


VQCAOULAUY 

SCHOOL  (MHb  GRADE  AVERAGE %VCR AGE  MARY- 

LAND      Ef  cr 


READING  C0MHRCI||^*NS10N    ;  LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DIFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DlFpFR-  AVfcRAGC     MARY-'     DIFFER^  AVERAGE     MARY-  DirPER- 


SAS 


GC 


NORM 


GE 


LANO 
NOim 


ENCC 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LANO 
NORM 


ENCE 


GKANGt 


3  107i8 
5  106.5 


3,70  t'/M.O'* 
5.30        '  b.ftO 


-.3<* 


3. no 

5.6U 


M.  12 
5. ''I 


•  32 

•  11 


.^•«10 
5^70 


M,50 
5^95 


-•60 
-.25 


3.80 
6.20 


(i .  06 
5.90 


-.26 
♦  .30 


GKAY  MANOR 


3  103.6 
5  /400.9 


3.(40 
M.90i 


3.77 
5.20 


>;30 


3.60 
M.90 


3.0(4 
5.2(4 


-•2(4 
-•3(4 


M  •OO 
5^00 


M^22 
5.(48 


-.22 
-.40 


3.80 
5.40 


3.42 
5.(46 


-.02 
-,06 


CUNPOkDEK 


3  iua.6 

5-  10(4.3 


(4.(40 
5.50 


(4.09 
5.50 


«.3l 

«.on 


(4.50 
5.60 


M.  IB 

,5.b3 


♦  •3? 

♦  •07 


M^no 
^•no 


4^55' 
5^76 


♦  .2& 

♦  .0(4 


4  .(10 
5.90 


5.73 


♦  .29 
♦.17 


halethor'pe 


3  97.2 
5  105.9 


2.70 
5.10 


3;  35 
5.6(4 


-.65  •  3.00 
-.5m         5. bo 


3^(41 
5.66 


•  (41 

•;m 


3^1,0 
5^90 


3^80 
5^90 


-•70  •  3^^0 

jKOO        '5 /BO 


3.'H^ 
5.85 


-.05 
-.05 


HAMpTOI* 


3  116.9 
5  lUB^O 


(4.50 
6.50 


'4.62 
5.03 


-.12 
4  .67 


(4.50 
6.50 


M.73 
5^0(4 


-•23  (4^<)0 
♦•66  «  6^30 


5^10 
6^07 


-.20 
♦  .23 


4  .(40 
6^50 


(4.59 
6.  02 


-.19 
♦  .US 


HARFORD  HlLLb 


3.  110.7  "  (4.10 
5     107.(4^  5.00 


(4.22 
5.77 


1? 
4.0.^ 


(4 .30 
5. BO 


M.32 
5^79 


-•02 
♦  •01 


(4^60 
6^10 


(4.69 
6^0^ 


-.09 
♦  .OR 


H.3Q 
6.00 


(4.23 
5.97 


♦  .07 

♦  .03 


Hawthorne 


3  90.9 
5  103.2 


3. MO  ^  3. 46 
(4.50  5|^M0 


-.Oh  3.60 
-.90  •  5.00 


3.52 
5.(4(4* 


♦  •OB 

•^•(44 


3^no 

5^(40 


3^91 
5^67 


-.01 
-.27 


3,60 
5.70 


3.55 
5.6(4 


♦  .05 

♦  ^06 


HLBOVILLE 


HtRNWOOD 


3  106.5 
5  108.(4 


3  10(4..  5 
5  113.2 


3.90 
5.30 


(4.10 
6.(40 


3.95 
i>.06 


-,05 
-.56 


4.27 
4.11 


(4 .10 

^60 


%«20 
6.30 


M.U3 
5.UB 


3^90 
6^28 


+  •07 
-•25 


♦  •30 

♦  \0? 


'4^20 
5^70 


M  •MO 
6^70 


(4.(41 
6^11 


(4.20 
6^51 


-•21 
-.(41 


♦  .12 

♦  .19 


(4  .  10 
5.90 


3.99 
6.05 


3.87 
6.4i| 


♦.11 

15 


♦  .23 

♦  .46 


HILLCRESt 


3  103.(4 
5  ld8.(4 


(4.30 
6.30 


♦  .55 

♦  .(4t( 


(4  .(40 
6,00 


3^03 

5  •ad 


♦  .57  *  (4^no 
♦•12  6^M0 


(4^21 
6^11 


♦•59  4.00 
♦.29  «6.30 


3.A1 
6.05 


♦.19 
♦  .25 


HlLLEtibALE 


3  106.2 
5  lo'j.S^ 


(4.10 
5.60 


♦  .17 
-.0(1 


(4 .10 
5.60 


(4.01 
5.66 


♦  •09 
-•06 


(4.70 
5. no 


(4.39 
5.90 


4.31 
-.10 


3.90 
6.  00 


3.97 
5.85 


-.07 
♦  .15 


INVERNESS 
JOHIJNYCAKE 


5  100.7 


3  100-.9 
5  106.8 


5.10 


(4^,(4  0 
6.20 


-.00 


4.?9 
♦  .(40 


rio 


(4  .  (40 
6.10 


5.22 


(4.20 
5.7(4 


♦  •20 

♦  .36 


5.50 


(4.^0 
6.70 


5.(46 


(4.57 
5.97 


♦  .0(4 


♦.23  4. 30 
♦  .73  «  6.40 


5.(4(4 

(4.13  ? 
5.93 


.04 


♦.17 
♦  .HT 


KlNGSvILLt: 


3  105.(4 
5  107.5 


(4.10 
5.60 


3.ao 

5.70 


4.2? 
-.10 


(4.  10 

5.00 


3-96 
5.00 


♦  .1(4 

♦  .00 


(4.^0 
5.70 


(4.3(4 
6.03 


♦  .06 
-.33 


4.10 
5.60 


3.92 
5.98 


♦  .  la' 

-.38 


LANSOOMNt 


3  105.(4 
5  98.9 


3. BO 
(4.00 


3.88 

5.02 


-.00 
-.2? 


3.60 
(4.90 


3.96 
5.07 


.36 
.  17 


(4C10 
5.00 


4  .3(4 
5.31 


-.2(4 
-.31 


4  .00 
5.20 


3.92 
5.30 


♦  .08 
-.  10 


LOCH  KAVEN 


3  109.6 
5  109,2 


(4.20 
5.90 


(4.15 
5.93 


4.05 
-.03 


4.30 
6.00 


(4.2(4 
5.9(4 


♦.06 
♦  •06 


(4.90 
6.20 


(4.62 
6^17 


♦  .28  -4.20 
+.03  6.20 


(4.17 
6.12 


♦  .03 

♦  .08 


LOGAN 

LUTHERVILLE 


3  101.8 


3  114.6 
5  111.9 


3.50 


4.70 
6.30 


3.65 


(4.(48 
^•17 


-.15 


♦  .2? 
4.13 


3.60 


5.00 
6.40 


3.72 


(4.58 
6.17 


.12 


♦  .(42 

♦  .23 


:!\.70 


5.30 
6.70 


4. 10 


4.95 
6.40 


♦  .35 

♦  .30 


3.70 


4  .70 
6.60 


3.72 


4.46 
6.33 


♦  SEE  CHAPTEK  3,  PAGES  7A-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"   SCORES*  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "PIFFERENCO^  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


-.02 


♦  .24 
♦.27 
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BALTIMORE^COUNTY   { MA  I  DEN. CHO I CE  -  PINEWOOD) 

n 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PJUBLIC   SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


/ 

PERCENT 
AVERAGC 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCFNT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEO RFC 
OR  AUOVE 
(9) 

AGE  CHlLDRtN 

> 

t  1 

GRADE 
ORGAN  1- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RAT  10 
.  (3) 

TgTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DI SADr 
VAN-  > 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
T  ION  OF 
MOTHER 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY  . 
INCOME 

(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(0) 

• 

HAIDEN  CHOICE 

K-6 

617 

19.9 

95.2 

29 . 0 

2.0 

6.1 

24.0 

22.6 

3 . 6 

10.  6 

10t579 

HARS  ESTATES 

K-6 

625 

22.7 

95.9 

24.5 

3.6 

9.0 

19. Ov 

32.7 

3.7 

11.1 

9643t' 

HARTIN  BOULEVARD 

K-6 

461 

21.9 

95.0 

19.0  ' 

2.0 

10.8  21.5 

y 

19.0 

7.0 

10.7 

10,107 

HCCDRHICK 

f 

K-6 

651 

22.0 

97.2 

*  27.6 

2.0 

/8.3 

19.5 

33.8 

3.4 

11.6 

lit  326 

HERRITt  POINT 

h-b 

454 

19 .  7  —-^6  .  3 

21.0.  ■ 

11.4 

13.5 

21.7 

'5.7 

10. 

10t705 

hiddle^drough 

K-6 

556 

19.5 

94.9 

26.5/ 

2.0 

'  9i6 

23.7 

21 A 

7.7 

10.5 

9162 

MIDDLESEX 

K-6 

733 

19.5 

V 

94.9 

2.0 

9.3 

30.3. 

'     2  5.3 

8.  3 

10.4 

9592 

hilbrOok 

K-5 

432 

19.6 

91.5 

20.0 

2.0 

7.4 

"14.5 

40.9 

2.1  ' 

12.1 

13t273 

NORWOOD 

K-6 

606 

20.2 

9^#^1 

28.0' 

2.0 

4-'  8.8 

20.0 

16.7 

1.8 

9.9 

lit  581 

OAKLEIGH 

K-6 

677 

18.9 

^5.5 

33.9 

z*(> 

13^0 

39.5 

'  33.1 

6.7 

11.8 

llt033 

OREHS 

K-6 

416 

21.3 

95.  8 

17,6 

2.0 

8.7 

22.  3 

30. /> 

5.0 

11.2 

t 

10.231 

OWINGS  HILLS 

K-6 

857 

25.2 

95.5 

32.0 

2»0 

9.1 

19.5 

35.3 

1.4 

11.5 

'  [ 

XXiSOO  \ 

PADONIA 

K-6 

578 

20.8 

95^^^^ 

25.8 

2.0 

12.1 

22.0 

36.0 

2.0 

14"t  906 

PARKVILLE 

1 

K-6 

735 

22.6 

96.0 

30.5 

2.0 

12.7 

27.3 

33.6 

5.0 

11.8 

llt629  ' 

PATAPSCO  NECK 

K-6 

333 

17.5 

94.9 

17.0 

2.0 

10.7 

14.5 

31.6 

3.2 

10.2 

Ilt5l6 

PERRY  HALL 

K-6 

731 

20.9 

96.9 

33.0 

2.0 

12.7 

22.  5 

25.7 

3.5 

11.7 

12t942 

PINE  GROVE 

K-6 

608 

20.3 

96,5 

28.0 

2.0 

9.3 

18.5 

26«7 

3.3 

12.2 

13te65 

PiNEWdOO 

K-6 

370 

16.x 

97.3 

20.9 

2.0 

8.6 

29.0 

21.8 

2*9 

12.6 

18,142 

f  sec  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73t  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMOKL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  btbILM 


SCHOOL  NAML 


HAIOCN  CHOlCt 


BALTIMORE  COUNTY  -(MAIDEN  CHOICE  -  PINEWOOD) 
t 

SCHOOL  LEVEL  '~  SCHOOL  AV-ERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILl^fAREA,    COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORESt 


Skill  arca^ 


VOCABULARY 


RCADIN6  COMPRCHLNSIOH 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATrtri 


MATRTMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVLRAOE 
•  SAS 


3  106.0 
5  1U7,P 


AVERAGE     MARY-       OlFFFR-  AVtRAGE     MARY-  DlFpCR- 
LAND         LnCE  LAI^O         thCE  > 

GE        NORM  6E  N0RJ4 


3.90 
5.30 


3,o7 
5,76 


-,07 


0,60  ^ 


5.77 


-.05 
-.17 


AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 


GE 


(4 .40 
5.90 


NORM 

<^ 
(4.  (43 
6.01 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


-,03 
-.11 


AVERAGE  |Sa*RY- 
LANQ 
GE  NORM 


3,90 
6.  10 


M.Ol 
5.96 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


-.11 


MARS  ESIATLS 


i  1U2.6 
5  .101.5 


3.40 
M.50 


:^.70 

5.25 


-.30 
-.75  « 


d.50 
M.90 


3.77 
5.29 


-.27 
-.39 


3.70 
5.20 


«4.15 
5.53 


-.t45 
-.33 


3. AO 
5.10 


3.76 
5.50 


-.40 


MARTIN  BOULEVARD 


3  99,6 
5  96.3 


3.(40 
(4.90 


3.51 
(4.97 


-.11 
-.07 


3.t40 
5.00 


3.57 
5.02 


-.17 
-.02 


3.fl0 
5.10 


3.96 
5.26 


-.16 
-.16 


3.60 
5,(40 


3.59 
5.25 


♦  .01 
♦.1§ 


MCCORMICK 

MERRITT  HO'lNl 
MIDDLlOO^OGH 


3  4  0fU9 
5  10*!9 


5  101.(4 


3  103.2 
5   '  99.1 


(4.  VO 

5.60 


5. 10 


3,fl5 
5.73  j^ 


5.2«» 


3j|70 
1^90 


3.7(4 
S.O** 


♦  .25 
-.13 


-.1(4 


.  1<4 


M  .  1  U 
5.70 


b.«0 


3.90 
5.10 


3.93 
5.75 


5.20 


3.01 
5.09 


♦  .  17  ' 
-.05 


♦•12 


♦  .01 


4.60 
6.10 


5.90 


4.20 
5.20 


(4.31  f.29 
5.90  4.12 


5.52 


4.19 
5.33 


♦  .30 


4.01 

-.13 


(4.20 
6.00 


5.70 


3.90 
5.30 


3.90 
5.93 


5.50 


3.0a 
5.31 


♦  .30 

♦  ;07 


♦  .20 


♦.10 
-.01 


MIDDLESEX 


KlLORoOK 


NORuOuO 


OAKLEIGH 


3  1U(4.3 
5   '  98.6 


3  10(4.6 

5  106.0 

3*  109.0 

5  111.6 


3  100.5 
5  107.6 


3.70 
(4.00 


3.90 
b.50 


5. MO 


M.OP 
5.50 


3.81 
5.00 


1 


.fl(4  ' 


4.17 
6.1(4 


ti.oa 

5.79 


-.11 
-.20 


4  .06 
-.15 


' -.17  - 
-.7t|  • 


-.OB 
-.29 


3.70 
5.10 


3.90 
5.60 


^.90 

5. no 


M.  10 
5.60 


3.09 
5.0'> 


3.92 
5.07 


(4.26 
6.  15 

M.17 

5.m 


-.  19 
4.05 


.02 
.07 


-.36 
-.35 


-.07 
-.21 


(4.10 
5.30 


(4.50 
6.  10 


(4 .  30 
6.20 


M .  (40 
5. no 


(4.27 
5„29 


M.30 
5.91 


M.63 
6.37 


M;55 
6.0M 


-.17 
,♦.01 


♦  .20 

♦  .19 


-.33 
-.17 

A 

-.15 
-.1(4 


3. AO 
5.(40 


(4.00 
6.00 


(4.00 
6.30 


(4.10 
6.00 


3.06 
5,27 


3.09 
5.66 


(4 .16 
6.3l 


(4.10 
5.99 


06 
♦  .13 


♦  •11 


-.01 


4  .00 
♦  .01 


OHEMS 


3  102.3 
5  103.5 


3.20 
5.00 


3.bO 
5,M3 


-.(43 


3.50 
b.30 


3.75 
5.(46 


-.25 
16 


3.70 
5.40 


M.  13 
5.70 


.43 
.30 


3.60 
)  5.50 


3.75 
5.66 


-.15 
-.16 


OtilNGS  M1LL5 


3  103.0 
5  10(4.7 


M.OO 
5. MO 


3.70 
S.5M 


4.2? 
-.1*4 


M.OO 
5. MO 


3.05 
b.!>6 


4.15 
-.16 


M  .MO 
5.90 


M.23 
5.00 


♦.1^ 
4.10 


3.60 
5.50 


3.03 
5,76 


-.23 
-.26 


PADONIA 


3  104.7 
5  106.1 


M.OO 
S.-7  0 


3. AM 
^.66 


4.16 
4  .  Ot) 


3.90 
5.90 


5.91 
b.60 


-.01 
♦  .22 


M.20 
6.10 


M.29  -.09 
b.9l  4.19 


3.00 
5.00 


3.A0 
5.07 


-.00 
-.07 


PARKVILLE 


3  106.1 
5  105.6 


M.  10 
5.50 


3.93 
5.61 


♦  .17 
-.11 


M  .20 
5,60 


M.  01 
5.6M 


4  . 19 
-.OM 


M  .50 
5.60 


M.39 
5.07 


4.11 
-.27 


M.  10 
5.90 


3.97 
5.03 


♦  .13 

♦  ,07 


PATaPSCO  NttK 


3  100.0 
5  103.2 


3.70 
5.60 


3.59 
5. MO 


4.11 
4.20 


3.70 
5.70 


3.65 
5.M4 


♦  .05 

♦  .26 


-  3.70 
6.00 


M.OM 
5.67 


-.34 
♦  .33 


3.60 
6.10 


3.66 
5.6M 


-,06 
♦  ,M6 


PERRY  HALL 


3  100.1 
b  110.7 


M.OO 
5.90 


M.06 
6.07 


-.06 
-.17 


M.  10 
6.00 


M  .  IM 
6.07 


.OM 
.07 


4.  30 
6.00 


M.52  -.22 
6.30  -,30 


^.  10 

6.30 


H.O0 
6.2m 


♦  ,0? 

♦  ,06 


PINE  GROVE 
PINEWOOD 


3  100.fi 
b  109.1 


3  1 1  .  2 
5  106.7 


M.20 
6.00 


M  .MO 
6.  10 


M.  10 
5,92 


4. SI 
5.71 


♦  .10 

♦  .on 


-.11 

♦  .39 


M.MO 
6.00 


M.50 
'i.90 


M  .  19 

£)u93 


M.62 
5.73 


♦.21 
♦  .07 


-.12 
4. 17 


5.10 
6.20 


4.nD 
6.  10 


4.57 
6.16 

M  .9^ 
5,96 


4.53 
♦  .  OM 


-.19 
♦  .  IM 


M.MO 
5.90 


M.MO 
6.10 


M.  12 
6.11 


M  .M9 
5.92 


♦  .28 
-.21 


-.09 
♦.10 


•  SEC  CHAPTER  3f  PACES  7^-75.   FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERTMS.  EXPLAN^VTIDN  OF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCDHP^ANYlfiC'  "IH  FFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "IM  FFERENCE"  SCOf^ES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (PLEASANT  PLAINS  -  SEVENTH  D I STR ICT ) 

TA3LE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  --  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  R^^URCES^-PROF  I LE* 


SCHOOL  ^AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN' 
EDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(XI) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOMt 

( i ) 

{ 12 ) 

SCHOOL  NAME 


GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVBRAGE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ENROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

-  (2) 

»  '3) 

(4) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEArtS 

EXPCRIErlCE  ^ 

TEACHER 
t  n  \ 

ADMIN. 

t  A  t 
•  I  O  1 

TEACt^Eft 
(7) 

ADfflN. 

30\  5  ■ 

3.0 

0.9 

20.7 

1 

27.5 

2.0 

9.9 

27.5 

16.0 

2.0 

7.7 

23,5 

'  is. 5  . 

IkO 

w".  3 

X0.0 

4} 

,27.0 

2«0  ^ 

10.7 

10.7  * 

28. k 

2.b 

9.0 

20.0 

28.0* 

2.0* 

10'.  i 

22.0 

15. S 

2.0 

ll.\ 

17.; 

25.0 

2.0  . 

9.3 

24.5 

33.0 

2.0 

0.4 

1 

10.0 

32.2 

2t0 

11.4 

21.5 

34.9 

2.0 

"  9.1 

10.0 

17.2 

2.0  , 

12.0 

23.5 

20.0 

2.0 

6.1  • 

is. 2 

30.5 

2/0  • 

4.9 

20.7 

20.5 

1.0' 

9.4 

26.0 

23.0 

2.0  • 

.  0.0 

S0.5  , 

16.5 

3.0  . 

15. 6 

* 

^2.0 

PERCENT 

STAFf 
MASTER'S 

DEr.Rf  E 
OR  ABOVE! 
(9) 


PLEASANT  PLAIH5 
POT  SPRING 

\ 

PQHATAN 
PRETJV  JOY 
RANDALLSTOHN 
RED  HOUSE  RLfN 

/ 

REtSTERSTOUN 

RELAY 

RIDER HOOD 

RIVERVIEW 

RODGERS  FORGE 

APSE DALE  , 

RUXTON. 

SANDALWOOD 

^     SANDV  PLAINS 
SCOTTS  SRANCH 

SENECA 

SEVENTH  DISTRICT 


K~6  457 


.'K-6  .  367 


K-6  635 


.     K-6  7397 


K-6  -761 


J. 


K-6          701          21.2  9^.9 

i 

K-6           364   .        10.9  97s4  ^ 

0 

♦ 

K-6          655          21.0  95.9 

K-6       °  728          22.4  ^4.4 

K-6           590''         20.0  92.4 

K-6''        553          22. J.  96.5 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  ^AGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  A^D  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


12.3  13,977 


8.9  12.0  J/2, 


1.0  12.8  19,259 


7.9  10.3-  9646 


S.l  12.7  14,053 
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TABLE.  4, 


BAtTlHOKL  COUNTY 
SCHOOU  ST!>ILH 


BALTIMORE  COUNTY  '(  PLEASANT  IPLAINS  -  SEVENTH  DISTRICT) 

SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCH-OOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCQRffes,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,.  COMPAREP  WIT+H  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERA(3E  SJANDARD  AGE  -SCORES*  "  .  ° 

SKILL  ARLAS*  - 


VOCABULARy  '  REAUINC. 

m 

SCHOOL  NAME   ,       GRADE  AVLRAOE  AVfRA&E     MARY-      OlTFrR-  AVFFl&fiJ 

Iano      tr  cr 

SAS       °      G£        NORM       ^  GE  » 


COMIRtMtNSlOM 

Mary-  oiPpff^- 

LANU  LnCC 
NORM  • 


LANGUAGE  ?4tj^L 
AVLRAGE     MAHy4  ^ frlFFCR- 
gE  WOKM 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER- 

LANO'  ENCe  . 

GE    '     NORM  ^ 


pleasa^^t  plains' 


1U6.3  -  M.MO 
112,5  o.bO 


M.OJ  i.^^ 
6.22  t*-?P 


6.70 


M.15.  «».25 
6.22  ♦.Mff 


•I  .70 
6.70 


♦  .17 

♦  .25 


H.^O 
6.70 


(|.09  ♦•21 
6.30  ^.32 


POT  SPRING  - 


113. M  M.BO 
IUB.7  D.30 


♦.Mi= 


M^O 
6.30 


M  .  1)0  4.30 
6.90  ♦.MO 


&'3P  / 


M.a7 

6.13^ 


♦  .M3 
^.37 


M  .60 
.6.70 


1.39  ♦.ai 


6.00 


♦  .62  • 


POWHATAN 


100.0  3.40 
101.2  ^.00 


3. 54 
'  5.23 


.  l'» 
.23 


3.50 
5.30 


j.60  -.10 
5.^7  ^.03 


3*^0 
5.60 


3.90 
b.50 


-,Ofl 
♦  .10 


3.110 
5.60 


3.61  -.21 
S.dO  ^.12 


PKETlY  BOY 


10b. 3  3. BO 
105.B  b.MO 


3-.no    ^  --.on 

5.63  ^  -.P3 


M.  10 
5. 80 


3.95  ♦.IS 

b.66  ♦..m 


M  .20 
6.  10 


S.33 
5.89 


-.13 
♦.21 


S.  00 
6t30 


3.92  ♦.OB 
5.B5  ♦.MS 


RANDALL  ST  0«ir/ 


110^5  M.30 
'106.6         5. BO 


M.21  *.09 
5.70  4.10 


M.30 
6.00 


M  .00 
6. SO 


M.6B 
5.90 


♦  .22 

♦  .5M 


M.30 
6.30 


4.22  ♦.OB 
5.91  ^.39 


f*^     RtO  >10USL  RUN 


IIO.M  M'.20 
108.8  5.70 


M.21 
5.96 


.01 
.20 


M  .MO 
5.60 


M.30  ♦^lO 
b.9f  -.11 


M,70 
6.  10 


M.67 
6.1M 


♦  .03 
-.OM 


M.30 
6.50 


M.21  ^.09 
6.09  ♦.Ml 


RtlSTtRSlOww 


100.3  M.OO 
106.1  b.70 


'm.07  -.07 
5.66  ♦.OM 


M.20 
5.90 


M.I  5  ♦.OS 
5.68  ^.22 


M  .,70 

6.ao 


M.53 
S.91 


♦  .17 

♦  .M9 


M  .10 
6.20 


M.09  ♦.Ol 
S.B7  ^.33 


oRLLAY 


RIOCRaOOO  ' 


lOB.O  M.OO 
110.2  b.SO 


110.8  M.30 
112.3         6. MO 


M  .05 
6.02 


M.23 
6.21 


.OfV 
.S2 


♦  .07 

4  .'19 


M.  lb 
5.60 


^.50 


M.13 
6.03 


.0'^ 

•n 


M.32  ♦.in 

t>.21  ♦•29 


M.70 
6.10 


M.60 
6. SO 


M.Sl 
6.26 


M  .70 
6.M3 


♦  .19 
'.16 


-.10 
♦  .07 


M  .20 
5.90 


M.  20 
6.80 


M.OB 
•  6.20 


.^.12 
-.30 


M  .2M 

6.36  -♦.MM 


RlVERvlCH 


lUO.S  3.50 
102.2  M.90 


3.57  ^,pi 
5.-31 


3.70 
5.30 


3.63  *  ^.07 
5.35  -.OS 


M.30  ' 
S.^0 


M.02 
5.b9 


♦  .20 

4.01 


3.70 
5.70 


3.6M  4.06 
S.56  ♦.IM 


ROOGE^S  FORGE 
ftistOALE 


111.3  M.30 
in. 5  6.20 


102.7  3 . 6,0 
102. t)  5.20 


M  .26 


.OM 


6.1M    /  4.06 


3#71 


.  1 1 

.10 


M.MO 
6.30 


3.70 
S.30 


M.36  ♦.OM 
6.1M  ♦.lO 


3.70  -.on 

b.33  -.03 


M.80 
6. SO 


3.90 
S.MO 


M.73 
6.36 


M.  16 
S.S7 


♦  .^)7 

♦  .  IM 


-.26 
-.17 


M.MO 
6.50 


3.70 
S.70 


M.27  ^.13 
6.30  ^.20 


3.77  -.07 
5.SM->  ♦kie 


^tUXTOH 

SANDALWOOO 

SANOY  PLAINS 
SCOTTS  BRANCH 


113.3  M.70 
110.8  6.00 


108.  j 
103. ( 


'*#20 


99.5  3.30 


110,1  t(.00 
106.0  '5.60 


«.39  «.31 
6.07  -.07 


M  .  06  ♦.la 
S.39  .  -.29 


3.50 


M  .19 
5.65 


.20 


.  19 
.0^ 


M;70 
6.20 


M  .00 
5.30 


3. MO 


M.  00 
S.60 


M.M9  ♦.21 
6.08  ^.12 


M.  IM 


M.28 
5.67 


.IM 


b.M2  -.12 
3.S6  -.16 


.2B 
.07 


5.10 
6.20 


M  .SO 

S.60 


3.70 


M.SO 
5.90 


M.07 
6.31 


M.52 

5. 65 


3.95 


M.65 
5.91 


4  .23 
-.11 


-.02 
-.05 


) 


M  .  SO* 

20 


-.15 
-.01 


M.OO 
5.60 


.25  3.50 


M.OO 
6.10 


M.3fl  ^.12 
6.2S  -.05 


M.OB 
5.62 


3.58 


M  .20 
5.86 


.08 
.02 


.OA 


-.20 
♦  .2M 


slneca 


10^.8 
lOt.l 


3.70 
S.OO 


3.flM 
5. MA 


.  1  M 
.MO 


3.90 
S.30 


3.92 
b.bl 


.02 
.21 


M.  1  0 
S.MO 


M.30 
5.75 


.20 
.35 


3.90 
S.MO 


3.89  ♦.Ol 


5.71 


.31 


'    StVtNTM  DISTRICT 


97. M  3.60 
90.9  5.30 


3.37  ♦.?3 
5.02  ♦.PB 


3. SO 
S.5D 


.5.M2  ♦.on 

5.07  ♦.M3 


3. SO 
S.MO 


3.81 
S.31 


-.31 
♦  .09 


3. SO 
S.MO 


3.M6  ♦.OM 
5.30  ♦.lO 


#  SEE  CMAPTEH  3,  ^AGES  7^-75,   FOR  DHFrNITION  OF  TCRHS,   EXPLANATION  OP  ASTERISK   (♦)   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTHUCTI0N5  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (SPARKS  -  WOODMOOR ) 

■>       .  °  ■ 

TABLE  3'.    SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(  4  ) 

PERCENT 

S  TAT  r 
MASTER • S 

DEGREE 
OR  ADOVE 
( 9  I 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I  - 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(21 

PUPM  / 
STAf  F 
RATIO 
(  3  I 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPf  R I CNCE 

PERCE  NT 
Dl SAD- 

VAN- 
TACtD 
( 10  1 

ME  DI AN 
EDUCA- 
T ION  OF 
MOTHER 
(111 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
iNCQMl 
(  i  i 
(12  1 

SCMQOL  NAME 

2 AT  ION 
( 1) 

Tf ACHE R 
( S ) 

ADMIN. 
( 6  ) 

TEACHf  R 
(  /> 

aDmIn. 
(0) 

SPARKS 

K-6 

19  •  3 

95.3 

20.9 

2.0 

11.5 

20.5 

r?.  3 

6.  5 

12.  3 

12 »  556 

STONE  LEIGH 

k-6 

6^^ 

21«  6 

c  r  .  V 

2.0 

11.4 

15.7 

26. Q 

2.1 

12  . 4 

14 1  666 

SUMhIT  park 

K'*6 

204 

22*7 

66 .  7 

10 . 5 

2 . 0 

13.5 

16.0 

66.0 

4.0 

12.6 

20 » 446 

SUSSEX 

K"  6 

S3  3 

16.1 

9  5.2 

27.5 

2 . 0 

6.7 

20.3 

40  .'7 

6.0 

10 . 4 

10 ( 017 

K""  6 

720 

2  3.2 

95.9 

29.0 

2 . 0 

8»6 

24.9 

29.0 

1.3 

12 .  3 

lit  626 

T  I  HON  I UM 

K**6 

74  J 

2 1  •  3 

9  7.4 

2  3.5 

2.0 

11.8 

31.5 

54.9 

1.5 

12.5 

16,669 

TOW SON 

K-6 

44S 

16.^ 

96.5 

2A.5 

3.0 

12 »  5 

21. A 

41.  6 

6.5 

12 . 6 

13 1 2  56 

VICT  Oft'V   V  1 1  1  A 

K  — 6 

656 

20  ■  6  ^ 

^4 » 6 

29.5 

2.0  ' 

10.  7 

23.3 

14*.  3 

3.6 

10.  3 

9951 

VILLA  CRESTA 

K*^  6 

7'*7 

19  ■  4 

9  7.0 

36 . 0 

2.0 

11.0 

36.0 

31.6 

5.  5 

12 . 0 

111  555 

UARRFN 

ii  M  i%  i\  1^ 

K-6 

f  04 

22  •  ^ 

96 .  ^ 

33.0 

cv,  10.4 

29>3 

40.0 

5.2 

12.  5 

16t  590 

94 1 

2  3.5 

66 . 4 

21.0 

2.0 

6.5 

14.5 

30.4 

2.9 

12 . 6 

20»  667 

WESTCHESTER 

P-6 

6^9 

20 » 0 

9  5.9 

30.  5 

2.0  9.0 

21.0 

35.4 

12.2 

13 1 607 

WESTOWNE 

K-6 

708 

19  ■  7 

96.5 

3^ .  0 

2*0 

9.7 

27.5 

33.  3 

7 . 8 

12.0 

Ili6l3 

WINAND 

K-6 

621 

23.1  ^ 

90.0 

33.5 

2.0 

6.6 

30.3 

39.4 

1.6 

12.5 

15,667 

MINFIELD 

K-6 

S14 

21.6 

91.  6 

•  21.6 

2.0 

6.6 

17.5 

33.6 

1. 1 

1^2.1 

13, 161 

WOODBRIDGE  K-6 

*92 

26.6 

96.  6 

* 

16.5 

2.0 

7.5 

15.5 

37.6 

0.3 

12.2 

15,179 

WOODLAWN 

K-6  263 

22.9 

96.3 

10.5 

1.0 

7.6 

23.0 

26.1 

5.6 

12. 1 

11,691 

UOOfiKOOR 

K-6 

578 

22.1 

95.9 

24.1 

2.0 

7.1 

24.5 

34.9 

2.5  , 

12.3 

13*614 

♦  Sfe  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  T2-73.   FOt  DEFINITION  OP  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY  -(SPARKS  -  WOODMOOR ) 


lAIUL  A, 


SCHOOL  SYbieH 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE   GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREAt  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

Skill  arcaS 


VOCAOULARY 


REAOINO  COMfHEHCNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVtRAGC     MARY-      OlFTrR-  AVEHAGE     MARY-       OIFFFR-  AVCPACE     MARY-       DIFFFR-  AVERa'gE     MAOY-  OlFFER- 


SAS 


GC 


LAND 
NOflM 


Efcr 


CE 


LANU 
NORM 


ence 


GE 


LAND 

r^oRM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


spakks 


ion, 9 

105.1 


tl.HO 
5.60 


M.  11 

b,57 


M  ,50 
5.70 


(4,20 
5.bO 


♦  .«0 
«•  10 


10 

no 


•1.57 
5.03 


♦  .53 

-.05. 


li  .30 
5.60 


5.7g 


♦.17 
-.19 


SIOhElEIGH 


110.7 
113.0 


K  .70 
6.X0 


t,22 
6.27 


« .  1.^ 


*t  .60 
6.60 


(1.32 

6V26 


♦  .HA 
«.3(4 


00 
10 


H  .69 
6.ii9 


*.31 
*.61 


*t  .60 
6. BO 


*i.23 
6.M2 


♦  .37 

♦  •36 


SUMMIT  PARK 


106.3 
112.1 


11.30 
6. MO 


3.9^ 
6.19 


«  .  36 
♦  .2) 


H  .20 
6.50 


It.  02 
6.19 


«.in 

♦  .31 


4.70 
7.20 


li  .40 
6.41 


♦  .30 

♦  .79  • 


4-.2q^ 

6.40 


3.96 
6.  35 


♦  .22 

♦  ,05 


SUSSEX 


105.3 
102.5 


3.40 
4.90 


3.06 
5.34 


-.4% 
-.44 


3.40 
5.10 


3.95 
5.  3fl 


-.55 
-.26 


3. no 

5.20 


4. -33 
5.61 


,-.53 
-.41 


3.50 
5.40 


3.92 
5.56 


-.42 
-.16 


TlM0Er<OM0VL 


104.7 
100.0 


3.90 
6.00 


3.64 
5.03 


♦  .06 

♦  .17 


^.10 
6.00 


3.91 
5.04 


♦  .19 

♦  .16 


4.  SO 
6.10 


4  .29 
6.07 


♦  .21 

♦  .03 


4.00 
6.20 


3.6e 
6.02 


♦  .12 

♦  .16 


TIHONIUM 


110.1 
109.6 


4.20 
6.40 


4.  19 
5.99 


♦  .01 

♦  .41 


4  .30 
6.40 


4.2n 
5.99 


♦  .02 

♦  .41 


4.60 

6.60 


4.65 
6.22 


.OH  > 

.38.  J 


4.30 
«.30 


4  .20 
6.17 


♦.IC 
♦  .13 


TOM SON 


106.5 
10?. 3 


4.30 
5.90 


3.95 
5.32 


4.50 
5.60 


4.03 
5,36 


♦  .47 

♦  .  4lt 


4  .60 
5.90 


4.41 
5.60 


♦  .19 

♦  .30 


4.?0 
6.20 


3.99 
5.57 


♦.21 
♦  .63 


VICTORY  VILLA 


94.6 
104.7 


3.60 
4.90 


3.20 
5.54 


«  .40 
-.64 


3.40 
5.10 


5.*>6 


♦  .IS 
-.46 


.00 
.30 


3.64 
5.00 


♦ .  36 

-.50 


3.70 
5.1  0 


3.31 
5.76 


♦  .39 
-.66 


VILLA  CRLSTA 


106. 
106. 


4.00 
5.70 


4.07 
5.69 


-.07 
♦  .01 


4.3  0 
5.90 


4.15 
5.^1 


-.05 
«.19 


4  .30 
6.  00 


4.53 
5.94 


-.?3 
♦  .06 


4  .20 
6.20 


4.  09 
5.69 


♦.11 
♦  .31 


ITARREh 


113.4 
115.6 


4.50 
6.50 


4.40 
6.52 


♦  .10 
-.02 


4.70 
6.60 


4»t»0 
6.bd 


♦  .?0 

♦  .10 


4.67 
6.72 


♦  .13 

♦ .  on 


4  .60 
,7.00 


4  .  39 
6.64 


♦  .21 

♦  .36 


VLLLWOOO 


106.7 
113.0 


4.50 
6.60 


4.10 

6.27 


♦  .40 

♦  .  33 


4.60 
6.70 


in 

^6 


♦  .4? 

♦  .4(4 


no 
>10 


4.56 
6.49 


♦  .  44  4  .40 

♦.61  7.00 


4.12 
6.42 


♦  .26 

♦  ,56 


WLSTCHtSTER 


102.9 
105.  3 


3.90 
5.50 


3.72 
5.59 


♦  .in 

-.09 


4  .  oo 

5.70 


79 
61 


♦  .21 

♦  .09 


.10 
.70 


4.17 
5.65 


-.07 
-.15 


3.70 
6.00 


3.7n 
5.61 


-.06 
♦.19 


ircsio«NC 


1U4.6 
103.4 


3.60 
5.40 


3.64 
5.42 


,0u 
.02 


4.10 
5.40 


3.92 
5.45 


♦  .in 
-.05 


4.30 
5.90 


4.30 
5.69 


♦  .00 

♦  .21 


3.90 
5.90 


3.69 
5.66 


♦  .01 

♦  .24 


wihfulo 


110^ 
IOX.5 


107. 
102.3 


4.30 

5.90 


4.10 

b.eo 


4.23 
5.61 


4.01 
5.32 


♦  .07 

♦  .20 


♦  .  09 

♦  .4n 


4.30 
5.90 


4.10 
5.60 


4.  32 

5.  t>3 


4  .09 
5.36 


♦  .27 


♦  .01 

♦  .4(4 


4  .no 

6.30 


4.20 
5.90 


4.70 

5.n6 


4.47 

5.60 


♦.10  4.30 
♦  .||4  6.20 


-.27 
♦  .30 


4.20 

6.00 


4.24 
5.62 


4.04 
5.57 


♦  •  06 

♦  •  36 


♦  .16 
4.43 


WOODOHlOOE 


110.5 
109.4 


4.10 
6.30 


4.21 
5.9S 


-.11 
♦  .35 


4.  30 
6.20 


4.  30 
5.96 


♦  .on 

♦  .2k 


4.70 
6.7D 


4  .66 
6.19 


♦  .02 

♦  .51 


4  .30 
6.50 


4.22 
6,13 


♦  .on 

♦  ,37 


WOOOLAWN 


113.0 
109,  0 


44i30 
5.30 


4.  J7 
5.92 


-.07 
-.6? 


4.30 
5.60 


4.47 
5.93 


-.17 
-.13 


4.40 

5.60 


4.65 
6.16 


>.45  4.40 
-.56  6.70 


4.37 
6.10 


♦  ,03 
-,40 


WUOl/MUOR 


102.3 
102,6 


3. no 

b.lO 


3.6n 

5,35 


♦  .1? 

-.?S 


3.O0 
5.20 


3.75 

5.3n 


-.in 


4.40 
5.40 


4.13 
5.62 


♦.27  3.90 
-.22  5.50 


3.75 
5.59 


♦  .15 
-.09 


♦  $EE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  7<»-75,   FCR  DSFINITION  OP  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   {♦)   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE**  SCORES,  ANII' 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR   iNTERPftETlNO  THE  «'DIPFERENC6"  SCORtS  PROVIDtD  IN  THIS  TAlLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (DEER  PARK  -  MIDDLE  RIVER  JR  HIGH) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGAN  1  - 
ZAT  JON 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2  ) 

PUPIL/ 

sta;  F 

RATIO 
(  3  ) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTBfl- 
DANCE 

TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTFR  •  S 

DEGRtE 
OR  i|I)OVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
E  Due  A  - 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
. INCOME 
ti) 
(12) 

TFACHFR 
(5) 

A  DM  I N . 

(6) 

TEACHf R 
(7) 

ADMI N. 

(6) 

DEEft  PARK                                 6-9       1,218           17.1       92.8          68. 3.0           9.3         21.3  ^8.7 
LANSDOWNE  MrDDLE                    6-8       1,070           16.7       9i».2.         60.0         4.0           8.1         18.3         3A.A  ' 

5.5 
7.1 

12.2 
10.0 

L3,369 
9769 

SUDinOOK  JR  HIGH 


ARIUTUS  JH  HIGH 


6-  9       1,113           15.6  89.8  67.5  3.0  10.1  27.3  33,3 
16«0  93.9  54.6  2.0  10.3  24.3  47.0 

CATONSVILLE  JR  HIGH              7-9       1,240           16.7  94.2  72.0  2.0           9.2  26.0  43.2 

COCKEYSVILLE  JR  HIGH            7-10     1,356           15.8  96.0  82.9  3.0           8.5  19.8  38.4 

7-  10     1,52  2         18.1  92. C  80.0  4.0 


DEEP  CHEEK  JR  HIGH 


8.6         16.8  29.8 


DUHIARTON  JR  HIGH 


DUNDALK  JR  HIGH 


FRANKLIN  JR  HIGH 


7-9       1.096  18.2       95.3  57.1         3.0  9.8         19.7  44.9 

^-9  948  15.4       94.4         ^59.6         2.0  9.5         18.5  30.2 


7-9  1,2 


r 


17.3       94.5  71.2         3.0  9.8         24.3  36.4 


CEN.   JOHN  STRICKER  JR  HI     7-9  1,507  17.3  94.5  84.0         3.0  "       7.9  17.4  32.2 

GOLDEN  RING  JR  HIGH              7-9  1,094  16.*  95.3  63.6         3.0         10.5  19.0  39.0 

HEREFORD  JR  SR  HIGH              7-12  1,513  17.6  94.1  86.0         4.0        11.6  19.5  52.2 

7-9  1,242  17.3  93.5  69.0  *3.0 


HOLAIIRD  JR  HIGH 

JOHNNYCAKE  JR  HIGH 

LANSDOWNE  SR  HIGH 
LOCK  RAVEN  JR  HIGH 


7.7  19.5  25.0 

7-9       1,278          16.9       95.3          71.5         4.0        10.7  23.5  40.4 

9-12     2,064           17. B       91.4         112.4         3.8         11.0  22.0  42.3 

7-9       I1I29  16.5      9  5.9  65.4         3.0  11.3  26.1 


12.3  13,968 

3.9  11.2  11,545 

4.4  12.0  12,621 

4.2  12.4  1^,841 

5.4  10.7  9943 

5.5  12.5  13,618 

6.7  10.7  10,240 

4.8  12.2  11,794 
7.4  10.3  10,600 


3.3  10.9 


NA  11.6 


erJc 


MIDDLE  RIVER  JR  HIGH  7-9       1,471  18.9       92.5  73.9         4.0  ^.5      21,5  37,2 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   l>AGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OP  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE 
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11, 759 


11,  li33 


3.0  9.8  11,028 
2.8          12.1  12,363 

7.1  10.6  10,584 


53.2  3.4  12.2  12,142 


6.7  10.7  10r^07 


BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (DEER  PARK  -  MIDDLE  RIVER  JR  HIGH) 


TAbVe  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
.  SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SQHOOL 
AVERAGE  .STANDARD  AGE  SC-ORES  + 


BALTIHOKL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  &YblLM 


SkIlI  aREaS 


VOCAMUL ARY 


HrAOIfiG  COMpRtMCNOlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAML 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  •  MAfJy- 
LAnO 


SAS 


GE 


orFrrn-  average    mary-     oiffer-  average    mary-     differ-  average  mary- 


EnCE 


GC 


LAND 
NORM 


LMCL 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCC 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


OTFFER- 
EMCE 


OLER  P^RK 


7  106,2 
9  106,9 


7,70 
9, MO 


7,m 
9,07 


♦  ,3?i 


7,5A) 
30 


7.39 
9.01 


*.ll 
♦  .20 


7,70 
9,30 


7,«*6 
0,95 


**2H 
♦  .35 


7,ft0 
9.50 


7,6M 
9,12 


♦  ,16 

♦  ,3© 


LANSOOWNL  MIDDLE 
SUDbROOK  JH  HIGH 


99,3 


7  107.7 
9  106,5 


b,bO 


7,00 
9,20 


6,66 


7,S7 
9,03 


-.16 


4.23 
1  .17 


6.60 


7,60 
0,90 


6.69 


7.54 
0.96 


♦  .06 
-.06 


6.60 


,fl.3P 
•9 .  M  0 


6,00 


7,60 
0,91 


-.20 


♦  ,70 

♦  .M9 


6. no 


O.MO 
9.«*0 


6,93 


7,79 
9,07 


-.13 


♦  .61 

♦  ,33 


AHBUTUS  jR  HIGH 


7  106,2 
9  1UM,1 


7.30 
0.90 


7,m 

0,75 


-.11 
4,15 


7. MO 
0.90  , 


7,39 
0.69 


4.01 
♦  .21 


7.60 
9,20 


7,^6 
0,67 


♦  .!«* 

♦  ,53 


7,«0 
9.00 


7,6M 

e.oi 


♦  .16 
♦.19 


CATONbVlLLL  JR  HIGH     7  lOM.O 
9  102,8 


7.40 
9.00 


7,17 
0,60 


♦  ,?3 

4.10 


7,30 

a, BO 


7,16 
0.53 


♦  .11 
4.27 


7,50 
0.00 


7.25 
0,5'4 


♦  .25 

♦  .26 


7,90 
9.00 


7,«*1 

e,67 


♦  ,  M9 

♦  ,33 


COCkEYSVILLE  jR  HIGH  7  108,3 
9  108,2 


7,90 
9.50 


7,6^? 
9,22 


,2h 
.20 


7.90 
9, MO 


7,60 
9,16 


4  .30 
♦  .24 


7, no 

9,?0 


7.66 
9.08 


4,1* 

♦.12 


8,30 


7,85 
9,26 


♦  •  M5 


DEEP  CREEK  JR  S«  HI     7  97,0 
9  99,9 


6,140 
8.20 


6,m 

8,26 


.01 
,06 


6,50  ' 
8,20 


b,Hb 
0.20 


♦  .  OM 

♦  .00 


6.50 
7,00 


6,58 
0.25 


-,00 
-.35 


6.70 
0,MO 


6,70 
8,36 


4,00 

♦  .OM 


DUMBARTON  JH  HIGH 


7  109,2 
9  10B,3 


8.00 
9,50 


7,7.^ 
0,23 


♦  .?7 

♦  .27 


7,90 
9.  30 


7.69 
9.17 


♦  .21 
4.13 


8.00 
9,10 


7.7M 
9.09 


4,26 

4,01 


B,  10 
9. MO 


7,95 
9.27 


4  ^1  5 

4,13 


DUNQALK  JH  yilQH 


7  97,8 
V  100,0 


6.60 
b.30 


8.  3b 


4,11 

-,06 


6.70 
0,tiO 


b.bM' 
8.  30 


4,16 

4.10 


7.00 

B,:^o 


6.66 
0.3*1 


4.3M 
-.0«» 


7.20 
0.60 


6.7ff 
0.M6 


4.»»2 


FRANKLIN  JH  HIGH 


>  100. O 
9  101,6 


7.10 
6.90 


6,B3 
0,M6 


♦  .?7 
4  ,MM 


7.10 
8,70 


6.85 
8.1*0 


4.2*> 

4  .30 


7.?0 
8.60 


6.95 
8,*t2 


4,25 

4,10 


7. MO 
D.70 


7,10 
8,55 


4.30 

4,15 


CEN,  JOHN  STRICKER  J  7  101,9 
9  102,7 


6,70 
B.  10 


6.9M 
JV.58 


-,2U 
-,Mfi 


6.70 
0,20 


6,9£> 
0,52 


-.25 
-.32 


7,00 
0.20 


7.05 
0.53 


-.05 
-,33 


7,30 
0.60 


7,20 
0,66 


4,10 
-,06 


COLDEU  RING  JH  HIGH     7  103,1  7.00  7,07  -,07  7.00 

9  1U5,M  U.aO  0,90  -,10  0,90 

HEREFORD  JR  bH  HIGH     7  lu2,7  7, MO  7.03  4,37  7,30 

9  99,6  0.70  0.23  ♦,M7  0,70 


7,07 
0,0M 

7.03 
0. 16 


-.07 
4.06 


4  .27 
4  .5U 


7,00 
8,70 


7,30 
0.30 


7,16 
6. 60 


7.12 
n,22 


-.16 
-.10 


4.10 
4  .00 


7. BO 
9.30 


7.70 
9.00 


7,32 
0.95 


7,28 
0,33 


4  ,M8 
♦  ,3S 


4,M2 
4,67  • 


HOLABlRD  JH  HIGH 


7  102,0 
9  102,3 


6,60 
8i20 


7,flM 
8,5M 


-,MM 
-,3M 


6,70 
B,30 


7,  OM 

8.  MB 


-.31 

-.in 


6.80 
8.10 


7.13 
0,M9 


-.33 
-.39 


7.20 
8,70 


7,29 
8,62 


-,09 
4  ,  08 


J0HN»4tCAKE  JR  HIGH      7  107,f* 
9  103,5 


7.60 
9.00 


7,5M 
^.60 


4.06 
4,32 


7, MO 
0,60 


7.51  -.11 
8.62|^  4,18 


7,70 
8.70 


7,57 
Q.61 


4.13 
4,09 


8.00 
9.10 


7,76 
8,75 


4  ,2«» 
♦.35 


UANSDOWNL  5H  HIGH 


9     100,5        8.30^:^      8,33  -,03 


8,10 


8.27 


-.17 


8,00 


8,31 


8.50 


8,«»3 


UOCH  haven  JH  MI  OH       7  107,0 

9    ion, 3 


7,60 
9,50 


7,50 
9,?3 


4.22 
4,27 


7, BO 
9,30 


7.55 
9.17 


4.2«i 

4.13 


8cOO 
9, MO 


7.6> 
9.09 


4,39 
♦.31 


8.30 
9.60 


7,80 
*9,27 


♦  .50 
4  ,33 


MIDDLE  HIVLH  JR  HIGH  7  y9,l 
9  98,6 


6.70 
7,90 


6.6M 
6,11 


4  ,06 
-.21 


6.70 
7,90 


6.67 
8.05 


4.03 
-.15 


6.f,0 
7.60 


6.  70 
0.13 


.IB 
.53 


6.90 
0.30 


6.91 
8.22 


-.01 
♦  ,08 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3i   PACES  7A-75,   FDR  D6PINITIDN  DP  TERMS,   EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOMPANYING  «'DI FF ERENCE "  SCDRES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS  FDR   INTERPRETING  THE  *"DI FPERENCE "  SCDRES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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BALTIMORE  COUNTY   (NORTH  POINT  JR  HIGH  -  WOODUAMN) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PR0FILE4= 


<<> 

crunm  UaUc 
>LMUUL  NflPIt 

GRADE 
ORGAN  1  ' 
ZAT ION 
( 1 ) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 

r  nwoll- 

hCNT 
{ 2  I 

PUPIL/ 

sTAr  r 

RATIO 

\  3  1 

Pf RCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTfN- 
DANCE 

( A  I 

TOTAL 

NO.  .  ^ 

AVERAGE  YfARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
HASTER  •  S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9 ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DlSAD- 

*  VAN- 
TAGf  D 
( 10  > 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MCDI Ak 
FAMILY 
iNCUMt 
(S) 
(12  ) 

TFACHtR 
( 5 ) 

A  Df4 1 N . 
( 6 ) 

TEACHER 
(71, 

ADMIN. 
(0  ) 

NORTH  POINT  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.135 

17.6 

93.2 

60.5 

7  6.6 

20.6 

26.3 

3. A 

11.? 

11.006 

OLD  COURT  JR  HIGH 

1 

'  7-9 

1.157 

17.3 

89.  8 

65.0 

2.0 

10.1 

17,0 

A3. 3 

2.5 

12.3 

13.653 

PARKVILLE  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.106 

15.1 

95.  5 

72.1 

1.0 

10.6 

33.0 

3A.2 

A. A 

11.3 

11. AO^ 

PERRY  HALL  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.199 

ie.3 

96.5 

62.5 

3.0 

11.6 

16.3 

35.1 

2.7 

J.1.9 

12.7A6 

'     PIKESVILLE  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.179 

16.  8 

02.8 

69.0 

1.0 

9*3 

28.0 

M.3 

2.3 

12.5 

10.632 

PINE  GROVE   JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.221 

21.1 

96. A 

56.0 

2.0 

7.2 

16.7 

31.0 

30K^ 

NA 

NA 

RIDGELY  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.3A7 

16.6 

96.  8 

76.0 

A.O 

10.7 

22.0 

Ae.T 

2.0 

12.6 

16.7B8 

SPARROWS  POINT  SR  HIGH 

9-12 

1,379 

16.6 

91,2 

79.9 

3.0 

8.6 

18. A 

NA 

10.0 

lOi A07 

STEHHEt^S  RUN  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.552 

16.3 

93.5 

82.  6 

2.0 

8.9 

20.9 

31.8 

5.5 

10,  7 

10. 106 

TOWNSONTOWN  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.09A 

17.3 

96.2 

60.  3 

3.0 

12.7 

22.0 

AS. 2 

2.7 

12.7 

17iOA3 

WOODLAWN  JR  HIGH 

7-9 

1.15^ 

16. 1 

93.3 

69.5 

2.0 

8.7 

17.00 

32.2 

3.1 

12.3 

12.726 

#  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  72 

-73,  FOR 

DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND 

SOURCES-  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE 

• 

I 

• 
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BALTIMORE  COI>JTY   (NORTH  POINT*  JR  HIGH  -  WOODLAWN) 


uivaiE 


TABLE  4,     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUlVBlENT  SCORESt  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


BALTIHOKL  CDUNTT 
SCHOOL  SYbTLH 


SKILL  ARCaS 


VOCAUULARY 


nCAOING  COMPRtMrHfjlON 


LAN6UACr  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAMt  CRAUt  AVtRAOE  AvCRAGC     MARY-       OlFFFR.   AVCRACC     MARY-       OlFrFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       OlFFfM-  AVC^ACE     MARY-  OTFFER 

3.  ,  Awn         r»rr  i  Afjn        FuCF  LAND        ENCr  LAND  C^CE 


SAS 


LAND        U  CF 
GE  NOMH 


LAND  tnCE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCr 

ge  norm 


LAND  CWCE 
eg  NOJ?M 


NORTH  POINT  JR  HIGH    7     102.0  6.90 
9     lUl.S  0.20 


6. OS 


-.0«>  (i^O 


-.2? 


0.30 


6.96 


i.ll  7.00 


8.36        *.<)6^       ft -20 


7.06 
6.39 


7.^0 
0.90 


7.21 
0.S1 


«  .39 


OLD  Court  jr  sr  high  7   io()t.3  o.oo 

y     107. 9.10 


7.t*2 
9.13 


«.^n  7.70 
4.27  9.20 


7v»*0 
9.07 


♦.30  7. no 
«.13  9.30 


7.17 
9.00 


«.ii3  0.10 
4.30  9.60 


7.65 
9.17 


«.%5 
4  .13 


PARnVlLLt  JU  HIGH        7     105.9         7.%0  7.38 
9     106.3         9.00  9.00 


PtRRY  HALL  JH  HIGH       7     105.7         7.10  7.35 
9     106.2         9.10  ft. 90 


4.02  7.30 
4.00  9.00 


4  .OS 

4.11 


7.50 
9.00 


7.3^ 
0.9H 


7.31 
0.93 


-.06  7.60 
4.06  ft«90 


♦.16  7.60 
4.07  9.00 


7.*3 

8.89 


7.*1 

,  ft. 00 


4.17  7.90 
♦.01  9.20 


♦.19  0.00 
♦  .12         9. 110 


7.61 
9.05 
6 

7.59 
9.01 


«  .29 
♦  .15 


♦.HI 
♦  ."36 


PiRtSVlUL  JR  HI 


7  107.9 


0.10 


9     10ft. D  9.70 


7.59 
9.29 


4.51 

«  .11 


7.90 
9.10 


7.56 
9.23 


♦.31  ft. 30 
♦.17  9.70 


7.62 
9.11 


4.6ft  0.SO 
4.56  10.00 


7.ftl 
9.32 


«  .69 
♦  .60 


PINE  GROVE  JR  HIGH      7  .10^.1  7-30 
9     105.3  9.00 


7.29 
0.09 


4.01  7.20 
4.11  .,0.90 


7.26 


-.Oft  7.10 


0.62         ♦-00  B-70 


7.35 
0.79 


4. OS  7.00 
*.09  9.30 


7.93  ^.27 
0.9M  *.ib 


RIOGCLY  JH  HIGH 


7  100.0  0.30 
9     111.0  9.90 


SPARROWS  PU INI   5R  HI  9      96.0  7.00 


7.69 
9.61 


7.90 


4.61  A. 10 
4.26  9.60 


.in 


7.00 


7.65  ♦.in  0.20 
9.50         ^-02  9-70 

7.01         --01  7.70 


7.71 
9.11 


4.19  O.dO 
♦.26  9.90 


7.93        -.25  0.00 


7.90  <HiAD 
9.61  ♦.26 


0.03 


-.03 


STEMMtRS  HUM  uR  HIGH  7       9<» ,  6  b.70 
9     100.1  0.20 


6.f.9 
0.20 


4.01 


6k90 
0.10 


(».72 
0.22 


6.ft0 
0.00 


6.03 
0.27 


-,03-  7.10 
-.27  fl.SO 


6.96/  ♦.ll 

o.3n  ♦.u 


TOViSOuTOwN  JH  HIGH      7     109.2"  0.30 
<  9     100.9  10.00 


WOOOLAWN  JH  HIGH 


7  lOS.l  7.10 
9     102.2  0.70 


7.73 
9.  30 


7.29 
0.53 


4.57  0.20 
4.70  9.90 


-.19  7.00 
4.17         ft. 30 


7.69  ''♦-SI         fl.:iO  7.71 

9.21  ♦.tSTVlO.oO  9.15 

7.20  -.20         7.?0  7.35 

0.16  -.16        0.10  0.10 


4.56  0.50 
♦.05  9.00 


-.15  7.50 
-.00  0.70 


7.95 
9.33 


7.53 
0.61 


♦  .55 
♦.17 


-.03 
♦  .09 


♦  $C6  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  7A-75.   FOft  DEFINITIGN  OF  TEftMS.    EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  {•)  ACCOMPANYING  "D fpF £ RfcNCE "  SCORES,'  AND 
SPECIAL  iNSTRUCTIOiNS  FOR   INTERPftETING  THE  "D I F  PERENC  £ '»  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  p4lS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


.2.5  Calvert  County 


A'.  Prese^t^  Status  of  .  the  Accountability  Program  \ 

Calvert  County  has  :met  all  of  the  minimum  requirements 
set  by  thq  Maryland  Accountability  Program  needed  to  comply 
with  the  state  accountabilitj^  law.     Each  school  has  complied 
with  the  objective  setting  activit-y;  and  many  resources  were 
utilized  during  the  completion  pf  this  process. 

Sta^S f  .  inservice  methods,  typical  in  the  formulation 
of  school  level  program  objectives,  were  such  things  as  small 
group  meetings  in  each  school  at  various  grade  .levels  in  the 
areas  o£  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics;  total  staff  review 
of  all  proposed  objectives;  county  review  of  the  objectives  for 
clarity;  and  f'inalization  under  the  guidance  of  curriculum 
specialists.     '   '  ^ 

Prior  to  the  opening  of  schools  in  September  1975; 
objectives  Were  reviewed  and  revised  by  staffs  to  ensure  their 
appropriateness  for  that  school  year*     This  was  usually  accom- 
plished after  the  school  staff  had  met  with  the  building  admini- 
stratorsv  staff  curriculum  specialists ,  and  the  accountability 
coordinator  to  develop  an  assessment  and  evaluation  model  for, 
m:easuring  the  ef feet  ,of  impl.ementation  of  the  objectives. 


o  n  n 
^  u  o 
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Each  school  staff  has  been  charged  to  contijaue  this 
task  of  evaluating  and  updating  the  program  objectives  that  were 
established.     To  assist  schools  in  this  task,  the  coun'ty  is 
developing  a  checklist  that  will  allow  teachers  to  record  and 
follow  the  progress  of  each  student  with  regard  to  school  ob- 
3ectives.  '     [  ■.  ' 

A  committee  has  been  established  to  evaluate  county 
goals  and  to  check  the  content  of  various  programs.     This  com- 
mittee has  the  task  of  assuring  that  school  objectives,  county 
goals,  and  state  goals  correspond. 


Local  Assessment  Activities > 

Calvert  County  students  are  involved  in  a  wide' variety 
of  testing  situations  at  many  levels  within  their  school  program.  . 
The  testing  pi;ogram  is  initiated  at  the  kindergarten  level,  where  ^ 
-  all  students  are  evaluated  on  a  pre-  and  post-test  achievement 
series  to  determine  both  individual  and  program  strengths  and 

Students  in  Grade  1  are  pre-  and  post-tested. to  obtain 
base  data  on  academic  growth.     This  evaluation  pirogr^  provides 
teachers.,  parents,  and  administrators  with  data  that  is  used  both 
^  to^  plan  a  complet'e  progra^  for  all  students  and  to  make  educational 
decisions  pertaining  to  all  phases  of  the  learning  process.  Grade 
2  students  are  also  tested  to  check  the  accuracy  of  the  Grade  1 
evaluation.  . 

In  addition,  students  involved  in  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act   (ESEA) ,  Title  I  and  Title  III  ptojects  are  ■ 
pre-  and  postrtested  in  the  spring  of  each  year  and  progress  toward 
program  goals  is  evaluated.  ,  i 

■  Diagnos*tic  testing  is  planned  on  the  eighth  grade 
level  to  identify  those  students  with  marked  deficiencies. 
Program  modifications  on  the  senior  high  school  level  will  re- 
sult.    The  Stanford  Diagnostic  Series  is  being  used  for  testing 
m  reading  and  mathematics. 

An  assessment  of  skills  is  also  administered  to  all 
eleventh  grade  studefits  using  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests. 
These  tests  provide  information  concerning  the  academic  growth 
of  students  prior  to  the  termination  of  their  formal  public 
education  in  Calvert  County.     Skills,  aptitudes,  and  interests 
for  vocational  education  are  ^Iso  determined  and  this  data  is 
u^ed  in  counseling  students  regarding  specific  vocational 
education  programs.  ^ 
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The  complete  testing  prograiA  is  conducted  'through  the 
Of f ice* of  Testing,  and  all  scores  are  reviewed  and  analyzed  in 
numerous  ways.     Di^semin'ation  programs  are  developed  centrally 
by  the  supervisor  of  testing  and  accountability.  Additional 
individualized  testing  is  conducted  by  trained  psychologists  or 
diagnosticians  at  the  school  level.     These  tests  are  utilized 
for  specific  school  level  purposes.     An  extensive  array  of  evalua- 
tive measuresare  also  used  as  a  part  of  the  early  identification 
and  special  education  pr9grams. 

C,  Comments  of  Accountability  Assessment  Results  • 

The  assessment  data  obtained  from  this  program  indicate 
that  the  students  have  maintained  a  consistent  pattern  over  the 
past  two  years  in  achievement  and  mental  ability.     No  signifi- 
cant changes  were  revealed  and  all  data  displayed  a  high  correla- 
tion between  mental  maturity,  as  measured  by  the  Cognitive 
Abilities  Test,  and  the  academic  attainment,  as  measured  by  the 
Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills.     The  student  averages  do  not  vary 
significantly  from  the  Maryland  norm.     That  norm,  when  under- 
stood by  the  general  pviblic,  is  an  effective  measure  for  com- 
parison of  the  data  collected  on  schools  and  students, 
t 

The  differences  between  predicted  and  obtained' scores  , 
in  'Grades  3  "and  5  in  one  school  were  significantly  positive  in.- 
both  vocabulary  and  total  language  usage.     This  positive  differ- 
ence  was  consistent  with  the  previous  year's  scores,  indicative  of 
an  overall  staff  commitment  to  the  maintenance  of _ high  standards  of 
pupil  achievement.     County  avei^ages  show  no  significant  positive 
or  negative  variances.  •  .  ^ 

Since  all  local  education  agencies  are  using  the  same 
■  data  and  references,  the  accountability  program  has  many  valuable 
aspects  for  the  planneffe *and  implementors  of  public  education. 
The  use  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  results  for  students 
have  left  mixed  feelings  with  educators  and  parents  in  Calvert 
County.     National  norms',  Maryland  nprms,  and  aver.ages  are  often 
misunderstood.     Negative  reactions  result  from  these  misunder- 
standings.    As  general  understanding  increases  concerning  role 
of-  the  Maryland  norm,  and  the  state,  county,  and  school  goals 
and  objectives  in  educational  accountability,  public  sentiments 
will  change,  and  the  public  will  recognize  the  indications  that 
accountability  is  accomplishing  its  basic  purpose. 

D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

Calvert' County  has  made  numerous  program  modifications 
related  to  the  results  of  the  accountability  program.     An  ab- 
breviated listing  with  general  descriptions  appears  below: 
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Ten  additional  remedial  reading  teachers  have  been 
employed  to  improve  the  reading  achievement  of 
students  who  have  been. identified  by  the  Iowa  Tests 
of  Basic  Skills  to.be  a  year  or  more  below  their 
predicted  scores.  ' 

A  scope  and  sequence  has  been  identified  in  the 
areas  of  reading,  writing^  and  mathematics  and  is 
being  articulated  directly  toward  the  attainment 
of  school  level  objectives  and  county  and  state 
goals . 

Science  materials  being  piloted  in  Grades  K~5  re~ 
.fleet  an  adjustment  from  content  orientation  to 
process  orientation.    •  ' 

^    The  language  arts/reading  curriculum  is  actively 
being  modified  to  incorporate  added  emphasis  on 
the  basic  skills  necessary  for  language  development. 

•  Imfirovement  has  occurred  in  the  studerit-teacher 
ratios  especially  .at  the  primary  (Kr<3)   levels  and 

at  the  ninth  grade^ level  in  mathematics  and  language 
arts .  '/--jp, 

Additional  program  modifications  *have  been  implemented 
in  physical  education,  outdoor  education,  foreign  languages, 
utilization  of  instructional  television  and  other  areas.  Pro- 
gram analysis  indicates  that  these  revisions  will  better  meet  - 
the  ne6ds  of  the  student  pppulation. 

Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs . and  Services  ~ 

i     The  following  unmet  needs  in  Calvert^^County  are  under 
evaluation  at  the  present  time  and  are  at  various  stages  of  im~  ' 
plementation:  ^ 

#  Improvement  of  student-tekcher  ratios; 


•  Development  of  a  comprehensive  reading  program 
for  Grades  K-8; 

•  Development  of  a  comprehensive  mathematics  pro- 
gram for  Grades  K-12; 

•  Development  of  a  complete  comprehensive  summer 
prbgram  for  developmental,  remedial,  and  enrich- 
ment activities;  and 
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•  Development  of  a  program'  in  reading  .and  mathe- 
matics for  the  academically  gifted  or  talented 
youngster. 

The  following  program  modifications  are  m  progress. 
They  represent  significant  .expenditures  of  talent  and  resources 
and  exemplify  what  is  currently  being  done  in  Culvert  County  to 
meet  student  needs  and  to  improve  the' educational  setting: 

•  The  addition  bf  professional  staff  specifiqally 
designed  to  aid  underachievers ; 

•  The  improvement  of  class  ^izes  in  Grades  K-3  to  a/' 
1.25  ratio;  .        •  o 

•  The  addition  of  paraprofessionals  at  the  high 
school  levi^l  to  rwork  with  students  with  sicfnificant 
def icienxjies  in  mathe|^lati'cs  and  reading;  * 

•  The  -addition  of  -a  f  ui^il-time  supervisor  to  work 
with  accb^ntability  ^nd  testing;  and 

•  The  development  of  specific  objectives  in  pre- 
reading,  mathematics ,  science,  and  reading  for 
the  early  childhood  program.  ^ 

These  additional  dire^ctions  qj^early  represent  major 
adjustments  in  several  areas  in  hopes  that  students  may  receive 
the  highest  quality  education  possible. 

f/  General  Comments 

Calvert  County  educators  see  the  need  for  accounta- 
bility and  programs  designed  to  measure  success  in  schools..  The 
information  gained  has  added  greatly  in  the  ongoing  development 
of  educational  programs  in  Calvert  -County.     The  Maryland  norms 
^have  been  useful  as  guidelines  and  should  continue  to  be  made 
available.  * 

A  concern  must  be  expressed  for  the  need  to  develop 
more  effective  procedures  for  communicating  the  test  data  to  * 
school  personnel  and  to  the  pxiblic.     Misinterpretation  is  wide- 
spread and  has  the  potential  for  negatively  affecting  image, 
programs  and  system  rapport.     A  state  level  inservice  prbgram 
to  aid  in  staff  development  should  be  established  in  conjunction 
with  a  statewide  public  relations  program.     General  definitions 
and  reporting  techniques  peed  to  be  openly  discussed  and, review- 
ed in  order  for  people  to  gfasp  the  total  meaning  of  the  reported 
results.     Through  these  efforts,  the  positive  image  of  accounta- 
bility gained  with  certain  groups  could  be  expanded  to  tl2e  general 
public  and  all  school  staffs. 


■      ^  '  •   CALVERT  COUNTY 

SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND, PUBLIC  .SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


TOTAL 
POPULATION 

FAMILY  V. 
INCOME  J 

(3) 

percent' 
disadvantaged  - 
school  age  children 

23,736 

,  lOrfiBO 

2^.^ 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLPER 
IMEDIAN  SCHOOL^,  YEARS) 

/  ^  ~~ 

/     EDUCATIONAL , LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
/        OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
/    (MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10 .  if 

/  10.9 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS VIAS  OF  SEPlEHBERr  1974) 


(11) 

..PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12)^  • 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

16. &S 

19.3 

93. 0» 

Ct     piNANCIAL  CHARACTE^^U.jHICS   (FOR  1973-197^  SCHOOL  YEAfl) 


(6) 

17) 

(8) 

V.  *9) 

*(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY  * 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

AVERAGE^ 
YEARS    .  " 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

'  AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

6ta32 

$10»716'  - 

1  _L_I — ftj 

$17,956 

7.2 

19.1 

(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
CXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

•     '  iXl) 
PER  ^UPIL  E;|(PENDI  TURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 

OFFICE'  I 
ADMINISTRATION 

ilr008.50 

$757.99 

69. 6X 

1  .  1  s  1 

$3^.27 

\  MIB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19J 
PER  PUPIL.- 
EXPENDI TURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20)  ' 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3.  IX 

ill. 38 

I.OX  - 

\  ,  —  

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.    PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CALVERT  COUNTY  ' 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE+ 


C3) 

SPELLING 

3 

1  i)2b 

6 

m .  63 

3.  A  / 

1.^2 

5 

528 

100.00 

5  - 

9A.6 

15.58 

3.02  , 

1.79 

7 

5A0r 



9^.81 

•5 

2 

91.3 

15.83 

5.81 

1.80 

9 

6X2 

6t.99 

>  2 

91.1 

15.73 

7.03  <^ 

2.A1 

(4) 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

ft 

3, 

526 

99.62 

92.9 

15.63 

3.^2 

1.30 

5 

528 

100.00 

5 

9A.6 

15.58 

5.07 

1.59 

7 

5A0 

9A.8J. 

2 

91.3 

15.83  ^ 
> 

5.73 

1.77 

9 

612 

66*99 

•I 

2 

91.1 

15.73  ' 

6.72 

2.1A 

(51 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

526 

99.62 

6 

92.9 

15.63 

3.49 

1.32 

5 

528 

100.00 

5 

9A.6 

15.58 

5.09 

1.  A8 

7 

— f  .-1  

SAO 

9A.81 

2 

91.3 

15.83 

5.8A 

.  1.72 

9 

-^^^^  

66.99 

2 

91.1 

15.73 

.  6.66 

2.27 

♦  SEE  CHAPTEK 


3.   PAGES  46-67,  FQA  ,;>EFrNItlON  OF  TERHS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CALVERT  CCfUNTY 


TAB'  r  2       SYSTEM  UEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
'     SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCOfeESt   BY  S%iIl  AREA  AND  BY-  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 


(6) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


(71 


LAT^GUAGE^ 
TOTAL 


JX) 


GRADE 


(21 


NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 


526 


52  • 


540 


63.2 


526  ^ 


PERCENT  OF 
-STUDENTS 
TESTED 


99.62 


1.00.00 


94.81 


66.99 


99.62 


NUMBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 
.  TESTED 


'2 


(SI 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SASI 


92.9 


91.3 


91. i 


92.9 


94.6 


(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 


15.63 


15.58 


15.83 


15.73 


15.63 


15.58 


(7  1 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALBNT 
SCORED 

Tgei 

 N  


3.09 


4.74 


6.04 


7.08 


3.37 

— ^  


t|.98 


STANDARD 

DEVI  ATIO[N 


(SD)' 


1.22 


1*65 


1*85 


2.27 


1.16  V 


1.39 


«  SEE  CHAPTEf^  3 


.  y&BS  68-69.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAlLE. 
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CALVERT  COUNTY 


'                        .  V,. 

 — 

GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  197A 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
t 

197A  -  1975 

"nonverbal 

■  ABrUTY  1 

3 

92.1 

92.9 

5 

93.1 

91.6 

7 

90.8 

91  r3. 

9 

92.9 

91.1 

3 

2r91 

'  2.92 

VOCABULARY 

-  1.21 

1.51 

7 

5.71 

5.78 

9  • 

7,lii 

7.07 

3 

3.01 

3.03 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

5 

1.11 

1.61 

7 

5-.  96 

.  6.06 

9 

7.33 

7.30  ' 

3 

3.39 

I'H^mnkr  1 1ll [  lif- 

3.37 

LAiNGUAGE 
TOTAL  /' 

•  5 

1.57. 

1.98 

7 

5.72 

5.86 

9 

7.0? 

6.92 

3 

3.07  \ 

3.02 

MATHEflATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

1.67 

1.91 

7 

6-. 08  ■ 

6.19 

9 

7.36 

^^^^^^^ 

^  7.33 

*  fop'   mEj^Rf?i.r?HtstL';/°''^""'^'^'°'!  "  AND  S.ECUL  WmRUCT.ONS 

F"orSr^?tRlr^?  f?X.^^^rpj;.^5iA?7^Nl.""^  REPORTED  ^R  yE>9   ,   AND  VEAR   „  ARE 
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CULVERT  COUNTY   (APPEAL  -  CALVERT  SR  HIGH) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


APPEAL 

* 

BEACH 

CENTRAL 

HUNTINGTON 

ISLAND  CHEEK 
MT  HAKHONY 

CALVEKT  CO  MIDDLE 
NORTHERN 

CALVERT  SR  HIGH 


GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 


TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 


PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 


"H^ERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 


TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPERIENCE 

TCACMCR 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(0) 

PERCCNT 

STAFF 
MASTER 'Sk 

DEGREE^ 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 


SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 


PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 


MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11  K 


K-5 


761        IB. 3      96.0  38.5        3.0  8.6        18,3        10.8     ^33.1  10.9 

367        20. A      96.5  16.0        2.0  6.3        29.0        13.9  19.9         10.8  89A0 


K-5 


6-8  758        21.1      92.9  34.0        2.0        10#3        21.9  25.0 

6-12       1.876        21.6      90. •  83.0        4.0  4.8        IT.l  23.0 


2««1  10.9 
20.2  10.8- 


9-12 


955        23.3       89.0  36.6        3.0         13.5    ,    22. C  46. 


MEDIAN 
FAHlLY 
INCOMC 
(i) 
(12) 


464        17.4  ^  95.3  24.6        2.0  9.9        12*;^-      11,3  22,0         io,9  8408 

538        20.7      93.2  24.0        2.0  4.5        11.0  5.8  21.6         10.7  8811 


8890 


•P-3  250        20.2       94.8  11.4        1.0  7.0        11.0        20.2  22.9         10.9  8431 

'"5  813        22.0      95.1  34.0        3.0  8.5        28.0        17.6  16.7         10,7  8792 


8669 


8836 


29.7        10.9  8669 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  T2-T3.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CALVERT  COUNTY   (APPEAL  -  CALVERT  SR  HIGH) 


'I  AllL  l" 


CALVtUT  CUUNIY 
SCHOOL  St!»1tM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCOR^ES* 


Skill  arias 


VOCAnULARY. 

SCHOOL  NAMt  ^        GHAOE  /fVCRAOE  AVERAbC  MAPY- 

LANO 

SAS  6C  NORM 


READING  COM*HCMCNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


OIFrFH-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DJFFrU-  ^VlPAGE     MARY-       DIF-TER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


LrCr 


9? 


I-ANO 
NORM 


encl 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCr. 


LAND 
NORM 


OlFFEn- 
ENCE 


APPEAL 

/ 

BtACH 


63.1 
93,9 


90 

90.5 


2  lbs 


2.B0 


2.92 
<i.26 


4  .OA 

-.01 


-.12 
4.?6 


?.7b 
M.71 


3,07 
M,73 


,  2.M6 
'1.05 


2.95 
4.^6 


♦  .2<) 

♦  .06 


♦  .12 

♦  .37 


2.n^ 

M  .fl9 


3.<il 


2.06 
M.90 


3.3M 
M.61 


♦  .03 
-.01 

/ 

♦  .07 

♦  .20 


2.67 
M.92 


3.06 
M.a5 


2.63 
M  .  90 


3.06 
M  .63 


♦  •OM 

♦  .02 


♦  ,00 
♦.22 


CENTRAL 


96.7 
9<4. 1 


2.96 
M.19 


3.32 
M  .60 


-.36 


2.97 
M  ,25 


3.36 
M.67 


3.19 
M.69 


3.76 
M.91 


-.57 
-.22 


3.0M 
M,6M 


3,M2 
M  ,91 


-,38 
-,27 


HurniNGTO«rN 

ISLAND  CKEbK 
MT  HAHMONY 


96,2 
9<4,3 


3  89,9 


97,3 
99,5 


<(,07 
S,<)1 


2,il9 


2,»0 
'«,60 


3,29 
'(,62 


2,  no 


3,36 
S,Ofi 


4,70  •  3,<»9 
4,7q  •  5,06 


,39 


-,'*B 
'-,««« 


2,61 


3,10 
«*,70 


3.3M 
M  .66 


♦  .15 
4.36 


2.92  -.11- 


3.*(2 
5.12  , 


M.66 
5.97 


?.9tJ 


3.36 
5,10 


3.73 


3.60 
S.36 


♦.95  ♦  3.59 


11.93  ♦1.0*»  ♦  5.'*6 
3.31         -.37  2.65 


-.^2 
-.26 


3.02 
5.21 


a. 39 
M.93 


3.M6 
5.35 


♦  .20 

♦  ,53 


3,03  -,16 


-.IM 


CALVbRT  CO  MIOOLE  SC 
NORTHlRN 


89,9  5,67 


92, 
90,5 


5,71 
6,90 


5,6<« 


5,91 
7,17 


♦,23  5,92 


-,?0 
-,27 


6, 16 
7,11 


5.7M 


5.99 
7.11 


♦.16  5.66 


♦  .17 

♦  .00 


5.8*1 
6.7M 


5.90  -.02 


6.1*( 
7.32 


.30 
.56 


6.09 


6.27 
7.27 


5.97  ^,12 


6,22 
7.35 


t.05 
-.06 


CALVERT  SENIOR  HIGH     9      91.9  7.33 


7.33         4.00  7,59 


7,^7         ^.32  7.20 


7.M6 


.26 


7.H2 


7.50  -.06 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PAGES 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 


7^-75,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  Af^ 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  .LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.6  Caroline  County 


Introduction 

The  1974-75  school  year  was  the  second  year  for  the 
implementation  of  the  Maryland  State  Accountability  Law.  The 
two  majpr  parts  of  the  law  require:     (1)   assessing  pupil  needs 
through  use  of  standardized  tests  in  mathematics,   reading,  and 
writing;  and  (2)   establishing  objectives  at  each  school  for  teach- 
ing these  same  taree  subjects  so  that  pupils  can  apply  these 
skills  both  inside  and  outside  the . classroom  environment. 

Pupils .tested  during  this  school  y^^r  in  Grades  3,  5, 
7,  and  9  were  different  from  those  tested  in  tl^e  first  year  of 
accountability,  so  no  attempt  at  comparison  of  scores  is  valid. 
Not  until  the  third  year  of  the  program  can  a  comparison  be  made 
to  determine  the  real  growth  or  lack  of  it  on  the  part  of  a  given 
group  of  students.     However,  this  time  is  being  used  to  adapt  teach 
ing  methods  and  curricula  to  reflect  the  accountability  objectives 
established  for  each  school  in  the  county. 
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A*  Present  Status  of  the  Accovintability  Program 

Ki  •  u  During  the  1974-75  school  year,  committee's  were  esta- 

blished to  develop  school  level  objectives.     On  these  teams  were 
representatives  from  each  school  in  the  county,  supervisors,  and, 
in  some  instances,   subject  specialists  from  the  Maryland  state 
Department  of  Education  and  Salisbury  State  College.     Using  the 
previously  developed  state  and  county  goals  (published  in  the 
Maryland  Accoun^tability  Program  Report,  1973-74)  ,  -these  committees 
developed  objectives  to  be  'attained  by  students  by  the  end  of 
primary,  intermediate,  middle  school,  and  senior  high  school.  ' 
The  objectives  were  written  as  skills  to  be  attained  by  the  ma- 
jority of  pupils  at  each  level.     it  was  an  accepted  fact  that 
pupils  learn  at  various  rates  so  that  expectancies  may  vary 
according  to  the  abilities  and  interests  of  the  students. 

The  committee  reports  were  presented  to  faculty  mem- 
bers in  all  Caroline  County  schools  for  questions  and  suggested  - 
amendments.     Committee  reports  were  then  finalized  and  copies 
of  objectives  to  be  used  during  the" 1975-76  school  year  were 
placed  in  each  school  by  August  1975. 


Local  Assessment^-Aptivities 


B.  *  


ERIC 


During  the  firs.t  half  of  the  1974-75  school  year,  school 
faculties  and  parent  groups  were  instructed  in  the  testing  part 
of  accountabiaity  using  the  test  results  from  the  first  year. 
The  local  newspaper  published  general  information  for  public  con- 
sumption.    Teachers  were  instructed  about  the  factors,  that  were 
used  in  determining  pupil  scores  by  grade  and  month  such  as  non- 
verbal ability  and  socio-econbmic  status  of  family.  Pupils' 
individual  test  scores  were  recorded  and  in  many,  instances  were 
used  in  counseling  by  teachers  of  the  subject  areas  tested. 
Similar  use  of  the.  second  year  test  results  wilju  be  made  during 
the  1975-76  schoal  year. 

A  major  concern  is  fche  noticeable  de^cline  in  scores 
from  pupils  at  the  third  grade  level  to  those  ;^t  the  ninth  grade. 
However,  this  seems  to  follow  a  nationwide  pattern. 

Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

Test  results  showed  pupil  scores  in  10  areas  of  academic 
achievement  on  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills.     These  scores  were 
given  in  grade  placement  by  year  and  month  and  had  been  ad- 
justed to  allow  for  the^  results  of  a  nonverbal  cognitive 
abilities  test.     Results  of  the  1974-75  groups  of  children  in 
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the  grades  tested  were  very^  jsiroilar  to  the  1973-74  results.-  For 
pupils  scores  to  vary  as.  mtich  as  two  or^  three  months  frpm  the 
normal  is  considered  insignificant.     Third  grade  scores  are 
within  one  moath  bE  Stat^  no^s  in  each  test.     Fifth  gr^de 
students  scored  as;  we  11> •''Except''  for  matheinatic^ ,  where  aver- 
ages were  about  five  months  lower  tjwua.  t.he  state  scores. 
Seventh  grade  scores 'were  aboiit  five  montHs  lower  in  lanquaqe 
arts  and  six  months  lower  irj;  mathematics \  Caroline  County 
nfnth  graders  showed  'the  trend  evidenced  thrptighout  the  state* 
and  nation  in  that,  as  pxij^^ils  , are  tested,  the  upper  grade  scpres 
seem  tQ  be  lower.     In  1974-7:5/  ninth  .grade  scores  in  language,  ^ 
arts  aAd  mathematic?^  both  .^lii^w  seven  months  below  state  ^orms. 

The  test  scores  for^dthe  2975-76  school  year  should 
reveal  more  comparative  data  because  the  same  children  tested 
in  the  first  year  of  the  progi^am  will  be  tested  again.  Hope- 
fully, weaKnessje3^  revealed\by  the  first  two  years,'  results  will 
•show  improvement  due  to  better  instructional,  prbcedures . 

■  *      ^  /'  '•'"^'•'^ 

D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

The  most  impol^tarit  activities  for  teachers  will  hecd^ 
tinued  use  of  curricula  which  reflect  the  progriiltr-^DbjectiVes^in 
reading,  writing,  and  mathemSftics ,  and  teaching  toward  better 
accomplishment  of  these  goals. 

Methods  presently  employed  to  improve  instruction  will 
be  continued.     These  include:   ,(1)  use  of  individual  test  scores  : 
reading  and  language  arts  for  counseling  and  placement;  and  (2).  ui 
of  the  scores  t6  adapt  skill-building  activities  to  the  group 
being  instructed.     For  example,  during  the  1925-76  school  year, 
elementary  level  pupils  will  be  using  revised  mathematics 
textbooks  that  dmpha^ize  fundamental  processes  and  practical^ 
applications.     Teachers  will  use  pupils^  test  scores  to  deter- 
mine, placement  and  to  ih^truct  them  in  the  new  material. 

(9 

The  introduction  of  the  new  state  bulletin.  Functional 
Reading ,  which  Has  the  following  five  parts: 

Following  directions, 

Locating  references  , 

Developing  personal  interest  in  reading. 
Gaining  information ,  and 
Onderotanding  forms  -  ' 
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will  be  useful  in  teaching  survival  reading  skills  at^all 
levels.     Pupils  in  Grades -7  and  11  will  foe  tested  on  these 
materials  as  part  of  the  1975-76  Accountability  Testing  Pro- 
gram. 

The  accountability  law,  which  at  present  deals  with 
three  major  subject  fields,  has  had  some  impact  on  other- sub- 
jects such  as  science,  social  studies,  the  arts,  physical 
education,  and  the  vocational  areas. ^   The  ideas  of  goals  and 
objectives,  assessment  of  needs,  and  accountability  are  being 
discussed  by  many  teachers.  ^  While  no  concerted  effort: has  yet  * 
been  put  forth  on  a  countyWide  basis,  individua).s  ^nd  $ome  school 
faculties  have  made^  tentative  plans  in  the.se  areas.     This  is 
especially  true  in  senior  high  schools  which  are  approaching 
evaluation  by  the  Middle  States  Association  of  Colleges  and 
Secondary  Schools,  and  by  faculties  of  newly  constructed  build- 
ings that  provide  opportunities  for  different  types  of  instruct 
tional  programs .  ' 

Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  .to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services ,  ^ 

Caroline  County  is  one  of  the  poorest  counties  in 
Maryland  in  terms  of  financial  resources.     Its  salary  scale 
for  professional  personnel  is  not  the  kind  that  would  attract, 
as  a  first  choice,  outstanding  teachers  and  administ^rators , 
nor  does  it  do  much  for  the  morale  of  the  good  people  who  con- 
tinue to  striviB^to  make  the  school  system  a  good  one.  This 
status  also  makes  it  impossible  to  employ .specialists  in  such 
^3:eas  as  reading,  mathematics,  elementary  counseling,  and 
administrative  assistants  to  help .implement  and  strengthen  the 
basic  curriculum  areas  and  in  such  areas  as  hl^alth, /career,  and 
environmental  edu^cation. 

Caroline  County  needs  materials  in  quantities  large 
enough  to  reach  all  students  and  the  financial  resources  to 
employ  consultants  to.  assist  students  in  their  use.  Funds 
from  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  (ESEA) ,  Title  I 
can  provide  for  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  school-  populatioh. 
Other  students  who  do  not  qualify  for  that  program  could  also 
profit  by  such  things  as  adult  aides  and  individualized  instruc- 
tional materials. 


F,  Gener&l  Cotnments 

•  Through  implementation  of  county  educational  goals 

i^nd  objectives  and  suitable  progress  in  those  areas,  Caroline 
County  hopes  to  be  recognized  as  a  school  system  accountable 
to  its/>  students,  parents  and  taxpayers. 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY 

TABLE  1..    SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLJC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFLLE* 


A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

(2) 

'  (3) 

<  - 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOKE 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

20 » 579 

8»4a5 

-  21.6 

 ^  L  .  1 

( 4 ) 

/^  (5)' 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 

^EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 

MALES  25  YEARS 

FEMALES  25  YEARS 

OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 

OF  A&f:  OR  OLDER 

(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.8 

10.5 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


.  <6) 

^  (8) 

(9) 

(10) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
"OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS  . 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
REACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

( 

•  t 

5»301 

$10,156 

$16,246 

10.3 

15.5 

^  (11) 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFf 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

l^*2% 

18.8 

94. 2X 

^4 


C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR)  ' 


(X4) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL. 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$900.59 

$648*66 

7?. OX 

$20.04 

PERCENT  Expenditures 

FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

0  (19) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
^             FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  /PURIL 
SERVICES 

2.2X           '  o 

$6.83 

0.8X 

*  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TEkMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCpRES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL.  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE4= 


r 

SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF* 
STUDENTS 

(3) 

PtRCfNT  OF 
STUDENTS 

T  r    T  f  n 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 

T  r ''  rrn 

AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORES 


VOCABULARY 


98.06 


t2i  i         I     385         I     87.79       |        ji         |      98.5  15.95  3.M 


■  READING 
COHPRE- 
HB^SION 


9 


91.11 


98.06 


80,25 


SPELLING 


2 


(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 

STANDARD  EQUIVALENT 
DEVIATION  SCORES 


(8) 


97.1 


96.7 


15.23 


W.80 


97.1 


96.7 


CAPITAL- 
-IZATION 


(5) 


PUNCTUATION 


385 


419 


413 


471 


365 

— itr- 


419 


413 


471 
385 


419 


87, 


91,41 


98.06 


80.25 


87.79 


91.41 


98.06 


80.25 


87.79 


91.41 


98.06 


80.25 


96.^ 
98.  5 


15.23 


W.80 


97.1 


96.7 


96.4 


98.5 


97.1 


96.7 


96.4 


98.5 


^5 


97.1 


96.7 


96.4 


■15.63 

10.95 


ii.78 


1.82 


2.10 


5.07 


6.5ii 


7.97 


1.21 


1.35 


1.58 


1.87  , 


15.23 


14.80 


15.63 
15.95 


15.23 


14.80 


15.63 


15. S5 


15.23 


14.80 


15.63 


4.ii0 


5.42 


6.72 


b.l9 


3.S9 


5.29 


6.46 


7.64 


3.9B 


5.24 


7,53 


1.35  . 


2.00 


2.29 


1.33 


1.87 


2.28 


1.45 


1.81 


2.33 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OFjTERfJS  AND  SOURCES  OP  DATA*  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.  « 


o 

ERIC 


9  91 

f«v  A«  ^ 

206 


CAROLINE  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA 
LENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE+  (CONTINUED) 


AREAS 

(1) 
GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF- 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

,  (4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

<5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
VGE 
SCORE 
( SAS ) 

<6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
( SD) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 

(6) 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

a 

365 

87.79 

5 

98.5 

15.95 

3.70 

1.36 

5 

^19 

91.41 

5 

97.1 

15.23 

4.69 

1*65 

■  7 

4X3 

98.06 

2 

96.7 

14.60 

6.41 

1.91 

9 

471 

80.25   , 

,  2 

96.4 

15.63 

7 . 66 

2.29 

(7) 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

385 

87.79 

5 

98.5 

15.95  > 

3.97 

1.20 

5 

^119 

91. 'Il 

5 

.  97.1 

'  15.23 

5.21 

1.38 

7 

^113 

98.06 

2 

96.7 

1^1.80 

6.i|i| 

1.58 

q 

^7^ 

80.25 

2 

]5.63. 

7.7B 

1.99 

(6) 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

3 

365 

8  7.79  . 

b 

98. S 

15.95  ^ 

 ^  

3.43 

5 

419 

91.41 

5 

97.1 

15.23 

5.05 

1.14 

7 

413 

98.06 

2 

'  96.7/ 

14.80 

■ 

6.54^ 

1.42 

9  * 

471 

80.25  . 

2 

96.4 

15.63 

7.76 

1.90 

(9) 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

f 

3 

385 

87.79 

5 

98.5 

15.95 

3.55 

1.11 

5 

419 

91.41 

5 

97.1 

15.23 

5.02 

1.20 

7 

^13 

98.06 

2 

96.7 

lA.  60 

6.42 

1.49 

9 

471 

80.25 

2 

96.4 

^15.63 

8.02 

1.67 

(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3. 

385 

87.79^ 

5 

98.5. 

15.95 

3.^19 

.98 

5 

i\lS 

91.^11 

5 

97.1 

15.^ 

5.0^1 

1.08 

7 

98.06 

2 

96.7 

1^1.80 

6.^19 

1.32 

9 

m 

80.25 

96. f| 

15.63 

7.90 

*  1.76 

♦  .SEE'  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY 

■  /• 

TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I    ( 3^73-1974)  *'w I TH 

,      YEAR  II    (1974-1975)   DATA   IN  AVERAGE  STAMDARD  AGE   SCORES  .  " 

AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


'  GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

■  \ — ft- 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

• 

3 

96.7 

98.5 

5 

98.7 

97.1 

7 

94.7 

96.7 

9 

lOI.O 

96.4  ■ 

VOCABUURY 

« 

3 

1,11 

3.45 

5 

5.01  ' 

4.78  ♦ 

7 

G.tJG 

6.40 

9 

8.]6 

7.89 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.47 

3.64 

5 

5.15 

5.07 

7 

6.58 

6. '54 

9 

8.24 

?.97 

LANGUAGE  . 
TOTAL 

3 

3.80 

3.97 

5 

5.26 

5.21 

7 

6.47 

6.44 

9 

8.09 

7.76 

tWTHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.38 

3.49 

5 

5.18 

5.04 

7 

6.72 

,  6.19 

9 

8.09 

7.90 

\  ■ 


*  SEE  CHAPTER  i,   PAGES  70-71.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERH?  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOP.  UJTfcRPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YCAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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^CARPLINE  COUNTY   (DENTON  -  RIVERVIEW  JR  HIGH) 

TABLr  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  5CH00L  RE-S0URCES  PROFILE* 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER*  S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AOF  LHiLLHEN 

'  GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
'(SI 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
•  (7) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

DENTON 

K-6 

436 

'22.3. 

95,9 

27.9 

1.0 

11.2 

14^.6 

15.6 

14.9 

11.0 

7900 

FE^ERALSIURG 


K-6 


675        20.5      96.4  .        31.9  1.0  9.1      19.0  6.2  31*3  10.4  6903 


GREENSBORO 


K-6 


601        19.4      96.0  29.9  1.0  7.6      20.0        11.3  23. Q  10.1  7416 


PRESTON 


K-A      /     475        19.5      96.2  23.4  1.0        12.2      13.0  9.0  16.9  10.5  7536 


RID6ELY 


K-6 


331        20.2      96.0  15.4  1.0        13.7.       t.O  6.1  20.-6  10.0  7299 


COL  KICHARDSON  JR  HIGH  7-6 

COL  RICHARDSON  SR  HIGH  9-12 

NORTH  CAROLINE  SR  HI  .  9-12 

RIVERVIEW  JR  HIGH  7-6, 


399  17.5  94^.6 

674  19.4  91.0 

953  16.7  91.5 

555  16.6  94.0 


20.6  «      2.0  10.5  ^22^5  13.1  25*6 

32.6  2.0  9.3  20. 5  16.1  26*7 

53.9  3.0  10.6  13.0  14.1  17*9 

30.5  2.0  6.6  10.3  12.3  17.5 


10.4  7217 

10.4  "^2^^ 

10.4  7616 

10.6  7616 


♦  SE£  CHAPTER  3i  PAGES  72-T3i  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY   (DENTON  -  RIVERVIEW  JR  HIGH) 


TABLE  4, 


CAROLiriE  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbltM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES ,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARER  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SKILL  ARCaS 


VOCABULARY 

GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-  DlFFFR 
LAND  CrjCE 
SAS  6E  NORM 


READING  COHPKCIiEr^lON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


[-  AVERAGE    MARY-      OlFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER 


•LAND  tNCE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 
GE  NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


OENTON 


90,2  3.27 
95,5  «*,77 


2. go  4,37 


3.«»3,. 
5.15 


9«» 
U4 


4,49 


3.70 
5.17 


3.33 
5.26 


♦  .37 
-.11 


3.2A 
5.011 


3.011 
5.27 


♦.an 

-.23 


FLOERALSUURG 

OREENSBORO 

PK£ST0N 

riogely 

col  richardson  jr 
col  richaruson  sr 
north  caroline  sr 
riverview  jr  high 


3  104,0  3.46 
5      9T,7  4,62 


3  100,6 
5  96,1 


HI  7  96,4 
Ml  9  95,5 


3.36 
4.66 


96,3  3.45 

95,7  4,53 

96,3  3.64 

96.6  5.07 


6.46 
7.77 

HI  9      97,^  ,6.00 
7      95,3  6.36 


3.79  -,31 
4,92  -,10 


3,57  -.21 
4,76  4.10 


3,43  4.02 
4,74  -,21 


3,43  4.41 

4,64  4.73 

6,56  -.10 

7.75  4.02 

J, 96  4,04 

6,22  4,1<I 


3,7b 
5,06 


3,59 
4,93 


3,5H 
5,05 


4,01 
5,27 


6,61 
7,60 
6.13 
6. 49 


07 


-.11 


97  ^.09 


4.17 
5.40 


64 
OH 


46 
00 


.46 
.69 


.60 


-.05^  3.»1 
4.09  H.96 


4.06  '*.02 
4.25  5.16 


4.53  *i.?7 
4.36  5.50 


4.01  6.57 
7.59 


,69  ♦•11 

.90 


29 


4.23  7.9I 
4.20  6.33 


4.25 
5.21 


H.02 
5.00 


6.71 
7.62 


-.06 
♦  .19 


.21 
.12 


3.67  ♦.IS 
5.05  ^.13 


3.67  ♦.40 
5. '14  ♦.36* 


•  14 
.23 


6«00  -.09 
6.<»2  -.09 


3.62 
5.09 


3.<I2 
4.99 


3.49 
5.00 


i.70 
5.06 


6.62 
7.96 
7.6H 
6.36 


3.64 
9.20 


3.65 
5.07 


3.51 
5.04 


3.51 
5.13 


6.64 
7.69 
6.06 
6.52 


-.22 
••11 

-.23 

.-.on 
-.02 

-.04 


♦  .19 
-.05 


-.22 
♦  .07 
-.2% 
-.IH 


♦  SEC  CHAPTER  3.  FACES  7W5,   FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"'  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT^ INFORMATION 


4.2.7  Carroll  County  c? 


Introduction 

The  staff  and  faculties  of  Carroll  County  recognize 
individual  pupil  growth  and  development  as  a  first  priority.  -To 
meet  this  goal,  curriculum  writers  and  teachers  have  defined 
their  programs,  wherever  possible,  in  terms  of  pupil  performance; 
,and  through  a  system  of  diagnosis  and  prescriptions  have  sought 
to  provide  programs  tailored  to  student  needs.     This  is  implicit 
in  the  county  philosophy  of  "Accept  and  Challenge." 

The  State  Accountability  Plan  provides  a^ schedule  and  ^ 
an  organization  for  continued  improvement  in  curriculum  develop- 
ment and  program  modification. 

A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

In  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report,  19  73-74, 
Carroll  County  listed  its- system  goals  in  reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics.     Based  upon  these  goals,  committees  of  teachers 
compiled  catalogs  in  these  three  areas  during  the  summer  of  1974. 
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Schools  were  asked  to  adopt  the  catalogs  as  sources  of  objec- 
tives and  were  given  the  option  of  adding,  deleting,  or  other- 
wise changing  individual  items  to  suit  the  needs  of  their 
students. 

Committees  were  established  at  ,each  school  for  this 
purpose.     In  at  least  one  insjbance,  the  entire  language  arts 
and  math  departments  were  given  released  time  in  which  to  de- 
velop school  level  objectives.     Subject  area  supervisors  acted 
as  consultants  in  these  workshops .     The  changes  recommended 
by  the  schools  were  submitted  to  the  Local  Coordinator  of  Ac- 
countability and  the  sub  ject^^  area  supervisors  for  review  and 
approval.     A  report  was  made  to  the  Accountability  Task  Force. 

Changes  were  minimal.     Within  the  designated  time, 
all  elementary,  middle,  and  senior  high  schools  had  met  their 
aspect  of  the  State  Accountability  Plan.     A  recotd  of  each' 
school's  compliance  is  on  file  in  the  central  office. 

B.«  Local  Assessment  Activities  -  ^ 

In  addition  to  the  testing  required  by  the  State  Ac- 
countabilityr Plan ,  Carroll  County  received  permission  to  test 
in  Grades  4^,  6,  and  8  with  Form  6  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic 
Skills.'  With  Marylcind  State  Department  of  Education  funding, 
unique  pupil  identification  numbers  were  assigned  to  all  stu- 
dents so  that,  in  subsequent  years,  growth  patterns  for  indi- 
vidual pupils  can  be  determined  as  they  move  through  the  grades. 

There  are  three  schools  engaged  in  pilot 'programs  in 
reading  and  mathematics.     Using  the  McGraw-Hill  Criterion-Re- 
Referenced  Program,  teachers  at  Taneytown  Middle  and  Westminster 
Area  Middle  Schools  are  testing  and  prescribing  individual  pro-' 
grams  for  more  than  500  students  in  mathematics.     At  Charles 
Carroll  Elementary  School,  approximately  135  students  are  work- 
ing in  individualized  programs  in  reading.     High  school  reading 
teachers,  using  the  High  Intensity  Learning  Systems,  screen  in- 
coming ninth  grade  students  and  groups  of  upper  grade  students 
to  discctver  reading  deficiencies.     More  than  900  students  a  year 
are"^  administered  individual  programs. 

Using  the  local  Early  InterventWfci  Kindergarten  Project 
as  a  base,  Carroll  County  implemented* the  state ' s  Early  Identifi- 
cation Program.     The*  program  is  now  in  the  second  year.     In  a  , 
separate  Federally-  funded  progreun,  children  of  ages  0-5  are, 
evaluatiad  for  potential  risk  with  the  Denver  Developmental 
Screening  Test.     Since  PREP's  inception  (Potential  ftisk  Early 
Pre-Kindergarteny  in  June  1974,  more" than  1,400  children  have 
been  assessed. 
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C.  Concnents  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

A  review  of  test  scores  seems  to  indicate  no  signifi- 
cant difference  ,ih  pupil  performance  between  1975  and  the  pre- 
ceding ye?ir.     Very  little  change  is  anticipate.d  in  any  single 
year.         •  - 

While  test  scores  may  yield  some  valuable  information 
in  regard  to  long  term  trends,  accountability  and  testing  com- 
mittee members  and  other  staff  persons  in  Carroll  County  feel 
more  concern  for  incjividual  pupil  performance  and  growth.  For 
this  reason^  an  item  analysis  was  macle  available  to  each'  school. 
iPaculties  studied  the  results  and  are  incorporating  into  their 
program^s  whatever  revisions  seem  appropriate.     In  addition #  the 
Supervisors  of  Language  Arts  and  Mathematics  completed  a  study 
'of  the  item  e^nalysis  on  the  county  level  as  a  guide  in  curriculum 
' revision.  ^ 

D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

As  indicated  in  the  introduction,  Carroll  County  is 
committecL  to  a  system  of  individual  diagnosis  and  prescription. 
In  support  of  this  position,  supervisors  and  committees  of 
teachers  have  developed  or  are  developing  performance  objectives 
in  a  nvimber  of  areas:     physical  educatibn,  vocational  education, 
special  education,  and  social  studies.     Additiona-1  math  objec- 
tives have, been  developed  in  Algebra  I  and  II  and  in  basic  mathe- 
matics.   TO  complement  the  reading  and  writing  program,  catalogs^ 
of  ojDjectives  have ^ been  compiled  in  listening  a^d  speaking.  For 
example,  in  vocational  education  skills,  checklists  accompany 
the  objectives  and  provide  a  permanent  record  of  pupil  perform- 
ance for  a  student's  personal  use  and  for  employment  purposes. 

Several  interdisciplinary  projects  are  also  in  opera- 
tion.    A  Career  Awareness  Now  (CAN)  program  will  reach  all 
eleitientary  schools  by  1976-77.     Teachers  of  all  disciplines  in 
middle  and  senior  high  schools  make  improved  language  skills  a 
part  of  their  course  objectives  through  .Project  BLAST  (Better 
Language  Arts  .Skills  and  Techniques) . 

E.  ^  ;ygnmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

One  unmet  need  in  Carroll  County  is  for  art*  improved 
writing  assessment  instrument.     Specialists  in  language  arts 
agree  that  larger  aspects  of  the  .composition  process  are  not 
included  in  the  ^owa  Tests  of  Bad^ic  Skills.  % 
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Programs  for  highly  able  students  are  also  needed.  Fund 
ing  from  Federal  ^  state',  or  local  sburce^s  would  help  to  expand  the 
* total  educational^ program  in  this  area. 


F. 


General  Comments 


vWhile  the  staff  in  Carroll  County  support  the  concept 
of  accountability  and  are  pledged  to  meet  state  reqwirg|^nts  in 
the  area,  specialists  in  testing  are  suggesting  that  AjPtudy/ 
comparison -be  made  of  the  liational  and  state  norming  ^wrcedures. 
The  staff  pl^ns  to  develop  a  fiveryear  educational  design  that 
would  establish  a  relationship  among  the  various  disciplines, 
outline  common  goals,  set  jJtiorities ,  and  assign  shared  respon- 
sibility.     Allocation  of  financial  resources  and  cost  analysis 
of  programs  would  then  properly  relate  to  a  county  plan  for 
meeting  the  instructional  needs  of  students. 


V 
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CARROLL  COUNTY  ' 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEr  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A»     C0H>1UNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 


(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 


(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  -  J 
SCHOOL  /iGE  CHILD%£N 


76,646 


llt939 


7.1  , 


(4)  ^ 

EDUCATIONAL'tEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL    f    ^  * 
FEMALES  25  YEARS       »  1 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10.0 

10.7  < 

SCHOOl  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT  . 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVEB.4GE  ' 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE  1 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

lBt746  . 

S10,932 

il9i22S 

8.3 

20.6  \ 

 u 

»  (ii)' 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER*S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

14.  IX 

IB  .6 

9*1,  7X 

FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   CFOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


r 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  'PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

( 16 ) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURIES 
FOR  CENTRAL 

OFFICE  ! 
ADMINISTRATION 

i974.77 

»71S.22 

73. 4X  ^ 

130.16^ 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL  . 
SERVICES 

3. IX 

S20.18 

2.  IX 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  6'0'-65,   FOR' QEF  INI  T I  ON  OF  TERfIS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TADLE.  ^ 
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CARROLL  COUNTY 

TA-BLfe2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AG6 
^  SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 

LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


SKILL 
AKEAS 

NUHBER  OF 
5TUPCNTS 

13^1 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

T'  'T^n 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHQOLS 

T  r    T  f  n 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORES 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

17) 
J^VERAGE 

GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 

18) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

»  f  n  1 

VOCABULARY" 

3 

iM 

iuu,ui> 

lu,ui> 

ITuT 

5 

1502 

100.00 

13 

1M.8 

1137 

■  5.51 

1.19 

7 

1527 

100,00 

7 

106.2 

l'<,53 

7.12 

1.81 

1558 

 15,66  

8.61 

1.97 

Ui 

READING 
COHPRE- 
HENSim  . 

3 

1317 

lOU.UU 

16 

5  . 

1502 

100.00 

13 

10'<,8 

W.37  c 

5.65 

1.50 

7  ^ 

1527 

100,00 

7V4 

106,2 ' 

1153 

7.16 

1.71 

9 

1558  , 

92,68 

J037 

15,66 

8.76 

1,81 

(3) 
SPELCING 

100.00 

16 

10'^  .6 

16.06 

4.52 

1.34 

5 

1502 

 h- 

100.00 

13 

^.8 

14.37 

6.06 

1.70 

7* 

1527  ^ 

100.00 

7 

106.2 

14.53 

7.34 

2.12  * 

9 

1558 

92.68 

4  • 

103.2 

15.66 

•  •91 

2.24 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

13«7 

100.00 

16 

lO'^.  8 

16.06 

4.44 

1.25 

5 

1502 

y  100.00 

13  \ 

104.8 

14.37 

6.17 

1.66 

7 

1527 

100.00 

7  • 

106.2 

1 — 

14.53 

7.47 

2.07 

f 

1558 

92.68 

103.2 

15.66 

8.48 

2.29 

(S) 

PUNCTUATION  ' 

3 

13^7 

100.00 

16 

10^^.8 

16. 0& 

4.50 

1.42 

5 

1502 

100.00  ' 

13 

104.8 

14.37 

5.95 

1.64 

7 

1527 

100.00 

7 

*  106.2 

14.53 

7.24 

2.04 

9 

1558 

92.68 

•  / 

103.2. 

15.66 

2.25 

«  (CE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  tt-«7«  FUR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILC. 
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CARROLL  COUNTY 


TABLE  2;     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


*  see  CHAPTER  3,  PASES  FOR  D6FINITI0N  OP  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE 


"  o 
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CARROLL  COUNTY 


TABLE.  2A.     SYSTEM- LEVEL        COMPARISON  OF  Y^AR  I   (1973-1974)  WITH 

'1^74- 1975)  DATA  IN  A\^AGE  STANDARD  AGE  S^dRE 

AND  Average  grade  equivalent  scores*  ^ 


GRACE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 

f 

1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

103>-5^ 

101.8 

5 

■101.6  X 

101.8 

7 

102.8 

^  106.2 

9 

107.1 

103.2 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.85 

3.88 

5 

5.51 

S.51 

7  - 

7.21 

7^ 

9 

8.86 

8.61 

READING 
COHPREHeJSION 

3 

3.86 

1.00 

5 

5.67 

5.65 

7 

7.37 

7.16 

9 

9.03 

8.76 

3 

.  1.26 

1.37 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

•  5 

5.82 

5.97 

7 

,  7.22 

7.31 

9  ^ 

8.73 

•  8.12 

3 

3.81 

3.85 

HATHEMATICAL 

5 

5.83 

5.79  , 

.  TOTAL- 

:  7 

7.60 

7.17 

9 

•  9.33 

^.93 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  ^PAGES  70-71,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE.  - 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM^  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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CARROLL  COUNTY   (CHARLES  CARROLL  -  SYKESVILLE) 


TABU.    -1.     SCHOOL  LEVEJ.  --COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


dLnUUL  iMAnc 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2 ) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

percenK 

AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 
(4) 

^  TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6r 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

CHARLES  CARROLL 

K-5 

315 

19.7 

95.6 

V 

15.0 

1.0 

5.1 

10.0 

EAST  END  PRIf^ARY 

K-4 

288 

19.9 

95.4 

14.5 

6.5 

9.5 

42.0 

cUDcRdJBUIw 

K-5 

777 

20.4 

94,7 

36.0 

2.0 

7.4 

13.6 

ELHER  a  WOLFE 

432 

19.2 

96.5 

21.5 

1.0 

10.1 

32.0 

FREEDOM  DISTRICT 

K-5 

.  740 

95.6 

33.5 

1.0 

7.2 

22.8 

K*t6 

772 

20*9 

95.6 

35.0 

2.0 

4.5 

10.3 

MANCHESTER 

'  K-6 

916 

21.3 

96.3 

41^.0 

2.0  . 

8.6 

12.1 

MECHANICSVILLE 

K-5 

556 

26.8 

95.1 

19.8 

1.0 

7.9 

25.0 

MOUNT  AIRY 

K-5 

627 

19.6  , 

95»9 

31.0 

1.0 

6.7 

26.0 

.  ROB'ERT  HOJOH  PRIMARY 

K-4 

289 

19,  3 

95.0 

14 

1.0 

6.6 

9.0 

^  SANDYMOUNT 

K-5 

477 

21.2 

^96.5 

21.5 

1.0 

10.2 

21.0 

TANEYTOHN 

K-4 

487 

21*2 

95.  8 

22 . 0 

1.0 

9.9 

30 . 0 

UNIONTOHN 

K-4 

143 

26.0 

97.1 

4.5 

1.0 

7.5 

45.0 

WEST  END  PRIMARY 

K-4 

81 

13.5 

96.4 

5.0 

0.5 

10.8 

42.0 

^lilLLIAM  WINCHESTER 

K-4 

701 

22.6 

95.5 

29.0 

2.0 

8.0 

25.5 

W INF I  ELD 

K-5 

433 

21.0 

i 

96. 1 

19*.  6 

1.0 

6.4 

7.0 

MOUNT  AIRY  MIDDLE  ; 

6-8 

57e. 

18.5 

96.1 

29.0 

2.0 

7.5 

16.  3 

NEW  WINDSOR 

5-8 

539 

20.0 

95.9 

26.0 

1.0 

10.2 

17.0 

J  * 
SYKESVILLE 

6-8 

835 

20.4 

95.5 

39.0' 

2.0 

6.5 

11.5 

PERCENT 
STAFF 


DEGREE 
DR  ABOVI 
•  (9) 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 

MEDIAN 

MEDIAN 

DISAD- 

EDUCA- 

FAMILY 

VAN- 

TION OF 

INCOME 

TAGED 

MOTHER 

($) 

(10) 

(11)^ 

(12> 

8.7 
9.1 


3.2 


4.8 


5.8  2.2 


8.8 

9.6 
6.7 
6.5 
6.9 


10.2  9653 

11.1  ^^9495 

10.4  11*396 

10.0  89308 

11.5  11 f 2 37 

10.7  10*271 

10.2  10,057 
10.9  10,302 


11.5  11,458 

10.8  10,372 

9.7  9166 

10.2  9603 

11.6  9318 

10.9  10,481 
11.1  11,035 

11.0  10,738 

10.1  9153 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CARROLL  COUNTY   (CHARLES  CARROLL  -  SYKESVILLE) 


TABLE  4. 


CARROLL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SVSILM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA, .COMPARED  WITU  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  .  . 


SKILL  AREAS 


1 


SCHOOL  NAME 


CHARLE5  CAKROLL 


VOCABULARY 


tt^AOING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


3  101.8 
5  102.3 


3.02 
b.07 


3.65 
5.3? 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DlFFER-p  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER 


EMdfi 


-.23 
-.25 


OE 


3.09 
5,21 


LAND 
NORM 


3.72 
5.36 


ENCE 


-.23 
-.15 


'.i  LAND 
G^l"  ^ORM 


3.62 
5»f.6 


4.10 

5^60 


ENCE 


GE 


.3.76 
5.72 


LAND 
NORM 


3.72 
5.57 


ENCE  , 


♦  .Ol 

♦  .15 


'EAST  END  PRIMARY 
ELDERSBURti 

ELMER  A  WOLFE 
FREEDOM  UIi>TRlCT 


3      96,3  3.38 


3  103.2. 
5  103,7 


3  li3,3 
5  111,9 


3.72 
5,53 


3     100,1  3.65 


4.39 
6.11 


3.43 


3.74 
5.45 


4.39 
'  6.17 


-,05         3,66  3.48        ♦.18        4.15  3.87        +.28  3.46 


-.0? 

4  .Op 


3,54 


♦  ,00 
-,06 


3,85 
5,56 


3,61 


4,48 
6,05 


3.61 
5.48 


4.49 
6.^17 


♦  .04 

♦  .OA 


.01 
.12 


4,18 
6,01 


3,60        4,01  3.97 


4.71 
6.56 


4.19 
5.71 


3.99 


4,87 
6.40 


^^^!o2^^ 


-.16 
♦  .16 


3.58 
5,45 


4,37 
6,22 


3.51 


3,60 
5,66 


4,38 
6,33 


,05 


-,22 
-,23 


3,62  ^,09 


-.01 
-.11 


HAMPSTEAO 


3  104,3 
5  104,1 


3.93 
5.55 


3.81 
5.48 


♦  .12 

♦  .07 


3.97 
5,66 


89 

51. 


♦  .06 

♦  .15 


4.46 
5.79 


4.27 
5.75 


♦  .19 

♦  .04 


3.80 
5.74 


3.86 
5.71 


-.06 
♦  .03' 


MANCHESTER 
MECHANlCSyiLLE 


3  103.3 
5  103.3 


3  97.8 
5«  104.5 


4.23 
5.72 


3^86 
5.71 


3.75 
5.-41 


3.39 
5,52 


♦  ,48 

♦  .31 


4.47 
♦  .19 


4,07 
6.02 


3.83 
5,53 


3.62 
5*44 


3.45 


♦  .25 

♦  .58 


♦  .38 
-.02 


4.66 
6.30 


4.26 
5.79 


4.20 
5.68 


3.8U 
5.78 


♦  .46 

♦  .62 


♦  .42 

♦  .01 


3.7^ 
5.97 


3.79 
6.19 


3.80 
5.65 


3.48 
5.74 


-.09 
♦  .32 


♦..31 
f.45 


MOUNT  AIRY  ELEM 


3  103.6 
5    10?. 7 


3.75 
5.38 


3.7V 
5.36 


-.02 
♦  .0? 


3.92 
5.42 


3.84 
5.39 


♦  .on 

♦  .03 


4.28 
5.73 


4.22 
5.63 


♦  .06 

♦  .10 


3.92 
5.05 


3.82 
5.60 


♦  .10 
-.55 


ROBERT  MOTON  PRIMARY  3     107.5  4.02 


4.02  4.00 


4.n 


4. 10 


♦.01  4.37 


4.48 


A.ll  3.92 


4.05 


.13 


SANDYHOUrn 


3  109.7 
5  108.3 


4.07 
6.21 


4.16 
5.BS 


-.09 
♦  .36 


4.60 
6.28 


4.25 
5.67 


♦  .35 

♦  .41 


5.26 
6.48. 


4.63 
6.10 


♦  .63 

♦  .38 


4.41 
6.20 


4.17 
6.05 


♦  .24 

♦  .15 


7ANEYT0WN 
UNXONTOWN 
KtST  END  PRIMARY 


3  106.7 
3  104.0 
3  112.3 


MXLLIAM  WINCHESTER      3  1U7.4 


3.48 
3.92 
4.22 
3.96 


3.97 
3.79 
4.33 
4.01 


-.49 
♦  .13 
-.11 
-.05 


3.79 
4.05 
4.51 
%.24 


4.05 
3.87 
4.42 
4.09 


-.26 

♦  .18 

♦  .09 

♦  .15 


3.99 
4.5a 
i».79 

4 . 56.. 


4.43 
4.25 
4.80 
4.47 


-.44 
♦  .25 
-.01 


3.71 
3.78 
4.27 


4.09  ^  3.95 


4.00 
3.84 
4.32 
4.04 


-.29 
-.06 
-.05 
-.09 


WINFIELD 

MOUNT  AIRY  MI&DLE 
NEM  WINDSOR 


3  104. Sl^  3.84 
5    101.5  5.34 


7     103.7  6.86 


5  100.0 
7  109.9 


5.21 
7.75 


3.85 
5.25 


7.14 


5.12 
7.01 


-.04 
4.09 


-.20 


3.92 
5.39 


6.87 


♦  .09'*  5.32 
-.06  7.76 


3.93 
5.29 


7.13 


5.17 
7.76 


-.01 
♦  .10 


.26 


♦  .15 

♦  .00 


4.04 
5.51 


'7.08 


5.61 
8.05 


4.31 
5.53 


7.22 


5.40 
7.81 


-.27 

-,02 

-.1*1 


♦  .21 

♦  •24 


3.69 
5.60 


7.20 


5.48 
8.00 


3.90 
&.50 


5.38 
8.02 


-.21 
♦.10 


7.3tf  -,lfl 


♦  •10 
-.02 


SYKESVILLE 


7    107.2  \  7*14 


7.52 


-.36  7.15 


7.49 


.34 


7.25 


7^55 


.30 


7.41 


7^7i|  -^33 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  74-75,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCOMP^YING* "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE**  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CARROLL  COUNTY   (TANEYTOWN  MIDDLE  -  WESTMINSTER  HIGH) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


ft 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GR  ADC 
ORGANI- 
SATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

scmdol 

CNROLL- 
MLNT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAF-F- 
RATI  0 
(3) 

TANEYTOWN  MIDDLE 

5-8 

489 

16.6 

WESTMINSTER  EAST 

5-8 

945 

16.9 

WESTMINSTER  WEST 

5-0 

lt042 

16.9 

FRANCIS  5C0TT  KEY 

SR  HI 

9-12 

960 

19.6 

NORTH  CARROLL  SR 

JR 

7-12 

1*387 

19.6 

SOUTH  CARROLL  SR 

HIGH 

9-12 

lt660 

20.0 

WESTMINSTER  HIGH 

9-12 

2»  149 

25.9 

PFRCCN^T 
AVI.RACL 

PAILY 
A  I'l  r  N- 
DANCE 

(4) 


TOTAL  NO. 


TL-ACHFR 
(5) 


AUMIN, 
(6) 


AVERACL  YfARS 
EXPrRILNCC 


TEACHIR 
(71 


AWIIN, 
 ^ 


PCRCFNT 

STAFF 
MASTl R»S 

Dcr.Rrr 
OR  Annvr 

19) 


SCHOOL   ACL  CHlLlJRtN 


PTRCENT 
niSAD- 

VAN- 
TAGGD 
(10) 


25.0  1.0        7.6        17.5  Y    11.5  6.9 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PA^ES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED 


MCUI AN 
rUUCA  ' 
TlnN  OF 
MOTHIR 
(11) 


HI  D  I  AN  ' 

FAMILY 

INCQML 

(t) 

(12) 


9.7  9170 


945        16.9      96.3  -     46.0  2.0  9.5  12.5  16.0*  5.1  11.0  10t373 

5-0        lt042        16.9      95.9  53.0  2.0  12.7  17.5  20.0  7.0  10.6  10.096 

)  46 . 5  3.0  9.1  16 . 3  18 . 2  10 . 3  9.9  9]«^4 

r  67.0  3.0  9.0  16.4  27.1  9.3  10.4  10tl50 


10.9     10 t 222 
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CARROLL  COUNTY   (TANEYTOWN  MIDDLE  -  WESTMINSTER  HIGH) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  ARlEA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASEF  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  HGE  SCORES* 


CARKOLL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbltM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SKILL  AREAS 


VOCABULARY 

GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND ence 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      OIFJ-ER-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER- 


5AS 


GE  NORM^ 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ence 


GE 


LAND 
NOPH 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


TANEYTOWN  MIDDLE 
WL5TMIN5TER  EAST 
WLSTMINSTER  WEST 


S  105.7  4.94 

7  106.0  6^.56 

5  106.1  5.46 

7  104.3  7.06 


5  105.6  5.62 
7    107.2  7.33 


FKANCIS  SCOTT  KEY  SR  9    101.0  6.12 


b.62 
7.39 


5.66 
7.20 


7.b2 
6.39 


->.6e  5.21 
-.63  6.77 


-.1/i  5.71 
-.14  7.08 


5.61  «.01 
-.19 

m 


s.eo 

7.33 


-.2>  6.40 


5.65 
7.37 

5.66 
7.19 


.44 
.60 


5.64  4.24 
7.49 


6.33  +.07 


5.69 
7.29 


4.03  5.75 
-.11  7.06 


6.26 
-.16  \,  7.45 


6.12 


5 . 66  4.01 


7.44 


5.91 
7.26 


6.36 


.16 
•  20 


5.91 


-.15  7.36 


5.67        4. HI 
7.55        -.10  7.78 


5.95 
7.27 


5.76 


-.24  6.69 


5.64  +.07 
7.62  -.26 


5.67 
7.4H 


4,06 
-.17 


5.63  -.05 
7.74  ♦.04 


6.46  +.21 


NORTH  CARROLL  SR  JR    7     luS.A  7.06 
9    103.2  6.^0 


7.36 
6.64 


-.30 
-.14 


7.16 
6.76» 


SOUTH  CARROLL  SR  Hi    9     102.7        6.62  6.56        4.04  8.67 

WLSTMINSTER  HIGH       '9     104.7        8.89  8.82        4.07  9.01 


7.35  -.19  7.26 
8.58        ♦■lA  6.35 


a. 52  4.15 
8.76  ♦.25 


8.32 
8.70 


7.42 


-.16  7.38 


8. 56  -.23 
8.53  -.21 
8.73  -.03" 


9.10 
8.75 
9.14 


7.60 
8.72 


-.22 
4.38 


8.66  4.09 
8.88  4.26 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  74-75,   FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TEAMS,  EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK  {*)  ACCDMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE**  SCDRES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FtR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERfiNCE"  SCDRES  PRDVID^D  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.8         Cecil  County 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Aatapuntability  Program 

All  Cecil  County  public  schools  have  completed  the  task 
of  developing  school  level  objectives,  that  are  consistent  with 
state  and  county  goals  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.  . 
These  objectives  have  been  reproduced  in  quantity  by  tke-  central 
office  and  copies  have  been  distributed  to  all  principals,  li- 
brarians;  elementary  classroom  teachers.,  and  secondary  tochers 
of  language   arts  and  mathematics.  \ 

A  committee  coi^posed  of  teachers ,  principals ,  super- 
visors met  in  the  summer  of  1974  to  develop  a  set  of  proposed  _ 
school  objectives  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  that  would 
constitute  a  standard  level  of  expectancy  for  students.    .The  pro- 
posed objectives  were  written  as  minimal,  terminal  objectives  to 
be  met  at  the  completion  of  Grades  2,  5,  8,  and  12.     They  were 
intended  to  be  met  by  the  typical  Cecil  County  student;  the  above- 
average  student  would  be  expected  to  surpass  the  objectives,  but 
the  below-average  student  might  not  meet  the  objectives  dt  the 
terminal  points  listed. 
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These  sets  of  proposed  objectives  were  distributed  to 
the  individual  schools  in  September  1974.     Scliools  were' informed 
that  these  objectives  could  be  adopted  verbatim  or  that  they 
jcould  be  modified  (subject  to  the  approval,  of  the  System  Steering 
Committee)  to  meet  the  specific  needs  of  their  student  population. 
Each  principal  then  appointed  a  faculty  committee  to  examine  the 
proposed  objectives  and  to  recommend  adoption  t)r  modification  of 
each.     Recommendations  from  each  school  were  forwarded  to  the 
System  Steering  Committee  for  its  approval. 

The  nine-memlier  System  Steering  Committee,  composed  of 
three  elementary  supervisors ,  three  secondary  supervisors,  the  co- 
ordinators of  elementary  and  secondary  education,  and  tbp  assist- 
ant  superintendent  carefully  reviewed  the  recommendations  from 
each  school.     With  respect  'to  each  modification  proposed  by  a 
school,  the  System  Steering  Committee  could  take  one  of  three 
actions:     (1)   reject  the  proposed  change;    (2)  accept  the  cHange 
as  a  desirable  one  for  all  schools  in  the  county;  or  (3)   accept  ' 
the  change  as  a  modification  of  the  objective  for  the  individual 
school  Raving  proposed  the  change. 

The  following  is  an  example  of  how  an  individual  school 
staff  could  modify  a  standard  systemwide  objective: 


^1  Standard  systemwide  objective:, 

IBIl.     "Upon  request  of  the  teacher,  the  stu- 
dent who  has  completed  the- fifth  grade 
*  will  read  any  five-digit  numeral  cor- 

rectly. " 

This  same  objective'  as  modified  for  students 
of  the  C^cil  Manor  Elementary  School  by  the  ' 
local  school  staff  reads  as  follows: 

IBIl.     "Upon  request  of  the  teacher,  the  stu- 
dent who  has  completed  the  fifth  grade 
will  read  any  sfx-digit  numeral  cor- 
rectly." 

This  modification  met  ^fth  the  approval        the  System 
Steering  Committee.     Based  upon  tlieir  knowledge  of  their  students, 
the  local  school  staff  .considered  the  modified  objective  tp  be 
more  appropriate.     Thus,  this  objective  has  been  xiniquely  set  for 
their  students.  .       ;  ^ 

The  review  process  culminated  in  the  production  of  a 
107-page  listing  of  School  Objectives  for  Mathematics  -  Reading  - 
Writing  for  Cecil  County  Public  Schools,  which  became  effective 
on  September  1,  1975. 
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The  professional  staff  of  the  Clicil  County  Public 
Schools  is  pleased  with  the  outcome  of  the  goal  and  objective 
setting  process.     The  set'ot  objectives  developed  should  act  as 
a  guide  td  provide  the  students  of  Cecil  County  with  a  solid 
foundation  in  the  skills  of  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.  / 
The' objectives  will  be  implemented  in  all  county  classrooms 
and  every  effort  will  be  made  to  meet  them.     However,  ,cpunty 
educators  remain  prepared  to  adjust  or* modify  objectives  where 
such  changes  are  deemed  apj)ropriatei 

B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

Having  estciblished  specific  objectives  that  become 
'effective  on  September  1,  1975,  each  school  must  now  begin  de- 
veloping the  assessment  tasks  to  determine  whether  or  not 
"typical"  students  are'  ^n^pting  the  established  goals  and  objec- 
tives.    On  the  basis  of *  students '  performance  on  these  assessment 
tasks,  the  appropriateness  of  the  objectives  themselves  must 
also  be  determined. 

The  first  year's  experience  in  the  use  of  school  and 
systemwide  objectives  will  help  to  answer  such  questions  as 
the  following:     Arei<the  objectives  realistic?    Can  typical 
students  reach  the  expected  level  of  proficiency  of  each  check- 
^'point?  *  Do  the  objectives  need  changes  in  wording  for  clarifica- 
tion?   These  and  other  similar  questions  must  be  answered. 

Guides  have  been  completed  -and  others  are  planned  to 
assist  teachers  in  developing  appropriate  assessment  tasks ^  For 
example,  in  the  goal  area  of  writing,  A  Guide  For  Classroom 
Teachers^- 8  has  been  completed.     This  guide  suggests  tasks  that 
may  be  used  to  help  students  develop  the  skills  required  by  each 
objective.     These  same  or  similar  tasks  may  be  used  to  assess 
student  progress  in  skill  development. 

Sample  assessment  tasks  have  also  been  designed  to 
help  teachers  check  on  the  skill  development  of  their  students 
in  the  first  three  levels  of  mathematics  and  the  first  six  levels 
oj^  reading.     Similar  assessment  tasks  will  be  developed  for  all 
18  math  levels  and  for  all  24  reading  levels. 

Many  of  the  objectives  are  written  so  that  student  pro- 
gress in  meeting  them  can  be  assessed  bV^a  teacher-made  teat.  In 
order  to  provide  some  uniform  assessment  of  student  progress 
jLn  meeting  the  objectives,  the  System  Steering  Committee  has  been 
given  the  task  of  compiling  ar  sample  listing  of  appropriate 
items  that  teachers  might  use  in  developing  such  teacher-jnade 
tests.  * 
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C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assegsmfint  Results 

The  second  year  of  testing  under  the  accountability 
program  provided  Cecil  County  with  additional  statistical  data 
pertaining  to  the  achievement  of  students  in  the  third,  fifth, 
^seventh,  and  ninth  grades  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics;' 
However,  since  the  second  year  of  testing  involved  a  different 
group  of  students  from  those  tested  during  the  first  yearr  it  is 
still  impossible  at  this  time  to  use  these  data  to  evaluate 
growth  in  achievement  of.  individual  students  or  groups  o^  stu- 
dents;    This  type  gf  evaluation  should  be  possible  after  the  third 
year  of  ^he  testing  program  at  which  time  the  first  group'  of 
students  will  be  tested  a  second  time. 

The  test  data  ^es  allow  for  the  comparison  of  the  aver- 
age grade  equivalent  scores  of  county  students  to  that  of  the 
average  grade  equivalent  scores  of  the  students  throughout  the 
State  of  Maryland.     It  also»allows  for  the  comparison  of  the  aver- 
age Grade  Equivalent  Score  of  students  in  each  Cecil  County  school 
to  that  of  all  other  schools  throughout  tthe  state  that  have  stu- 
dent populations  of  similar  ability.     Such  comparisons  show  that 
the  average  scores  for  Cecil  County  compare  favorably  to  the 
average  score  for  the  State  of  Maryland.     Of  40' Grade  Equi\/alent 
Scores  ^reported  for  Ceci,l  County  (scdres  for  10  skill  areas  at 
each  of  four  grade  levels)  ,  57  percent  a^re  equal  to  or  aboye 
the  average  score  reported  *for  •the  state.   .None  of  the  40  scores' 
are  significantly  below  the  state  average. 

More  specifically,  the^test  data  shows  that  the  mathe- 
matics and  reading  comprehension  programs  of  Cecil  Coiihty  are 
comparable  to  those  throughout  the  state.     Although  performance  in 
language  skills  is  slightly  below  the  state  average,  scores  for  the 
tests  in  this  area  are,  for  the  most  partr  higher  than  those  obtained 
last  year,  especially  in  the  areas  of  spelling  and  capitilization. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  overall  performance  of 
the  ninth  grade  is  above  the  state  average;  eight  out  of  ten 
scores  reported  for  the  ninth  grade  were  above  the  state  average. 

The  professional  staff  of  the,  Cecil  County  public  school 
system  will  continue  to  make  use  of  the  test  data  as  an  aid  in 
its  ongoing  efforts  to  improve  programs  of  instruction.  Exten- 
sive use  is  being  made  of  the  test  data  to  identify  specific 
areas  where  student  performance  was  low.     As  these  areas  are 
identified,  efforts  are  being  made  to  evaluate  this  performance 
in  ligh-t  of  the  county's  stated  goals  and  objectives.    Where  the 
test  data  indicate  a  need, ''modifications  to  existing  programs 
will  be  developed  and  implemented. 
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D.  Prograan„  Modi f ideation  Activities 

During  the  197.4-75]  school  year,  members  of  the  central 
office  staff  met  with  school!  principals  and  teachers  to  identify 
Vays  to  modify  existing  cxirriculair  teaching  techniques,  and  staff- 
ing patterns  in  an  effort  to  bring  about  increased  student  achieve- 
ment.    It  was  evident  from  the  t^st  scores  of  Cecil  County  stu- 
dents that  the  greatest  need  existed  in  the  areas  of  language 
and  vocabulary.     To  address  this  need,  a  committee  composed  of 
teacherSf  principals,  and  supervisors  met  in  the' summer  of  1975 
to  establish  a  guide  that  would  complement  each  local  school's 
objectives  in  writing.     The  committee  members  focused  upon 
developing  a  logical  and  continuous  sequence  of  writing  skills  to 
be  taught  to  pxipils  from  kindergarten  through  eighth  grade. 

The, sequence  of  skills  developed  by  the  committee  is 
specificalLyfiielated  to  those  program  objectives  ^hat  deal  ♦with 
writing  proficiency  rather  than  the  objectives  that-^deal  with  ^ 
personal  attitudes  and  appreciations.     The  committee  felt  that  ^ 
attitude^  and  appreciations  usually  stem  from  a  solid  background 
in  basic  writing  skills. 

Another  instructional  committee  met  during  the  1974-75 
school  year  to  produce  a  curriculum  guide  for  ninth  grade  language 
arts  classes.     Th^  working  draft  of  the  docimient  that -was  developed 
provides  both  reinforcement  of  the  middle  school  work  in  language 
arts  and  a  transition  to  the  elective  English  courses  that  stu- 
dents will  be  taking  in  Grades  10,  11,  and  12.    Students  are  to 
be  diagnostically  assessed  in  the  basic  skill  areas  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  ninth  graifle  so  that  the  language  arts  program  can  be 
geared  specifically  to:  their  areas  of  weakness.     In  addition,  all 
students  will  be  given  an  introduction  to  the  basic  types  of 
literature  by  the  end  of  ninth  grades 

Steps  h'ave  also  been  taken  to  improve  other  programs. 
A  pilot  program  in  mathematics  was  introduced  in  one  middle  school. 
Additional  materials  have  been  evaluated  and  purchased  for  stu- 
dents who  are  unfflerachievers  in  mathematics;  and  evaluation  of 
-  the  (basal)  mathematics  series  Used  in  our  elementary  and  middle 
school?  is  being  carried  out  during  the  1975-76  school  year. 

Program  modifications  also  occurred  in  high  school 
chemistry,  physics/  and  science  curricula  during  the  1974-75 
school  year.    A  revised  and  updated  ninth  grade  health  guide  was 
produced,  and  a  comprehensive  business  education  curriculum  was 
developed  and  implemented  at  the  high  school  level. 
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E.  .Unmet  Need^  for  .Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Program  and  Services  ] 

The  state  accountability  program  has  reemphasized  the 
need  for  additional  personnel  in  our  county.     The  many  responsi- 
bilities of  coordinating  and  implementing  the  accountability 
progjraiT^  itself  have  been  assumed  to  present  staff  who  must  carry 
this  load  in.  addition  to  their  previously  assigned  responsibili- 
ties.    At  least  one  additional  person  is  needed  to  fill  the  role 
of  Coordinator  of  Accountability  and  supervise  all  aspects  of 
the  program  including  test  administratiop,  analysis  of  test  data, 
test  interpretation  for  staff  and  public,  and  local-state  liaison, 

The  acfcountab'ility  program  has  added  a  sizeable  burden 
to  the  already  strained  local  budget.     It  has 'necessitated  the 
additioi^of  large  expenditures  in  supplies  and  majberials  just 
to  prov^e  each  teacher  with  copies  of  the  objectives  and  accom- 
panying skill  guides.     Additional  funds  have  had  to  be  use*  to 
develop,  duplicate,  and  disseminate  reports  to  parents  and  the 
public  on  the  results  of  the  testing  program.     These  direct  ex- 
penditui^es  are  in  addition  to  the  cost  of  all  the  staff  time  that 
has  gone  into  meeting  the  demands  of  the  accountability  program. 
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CECIL  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL         COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

*  4 


A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1)  ' 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

55f^p7 

10.^89 

11.5 

t 


(^) 

^CATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

1  f  

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
-     tMEplAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10*6 

11 .  ^ 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEHBERt  197<>) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
Ef^ROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(1) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARM 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

13f^73 

ilO,7^^ 

S18t617 

8.2 

13.6 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

'PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER 'S  DEGREE 

RAT  10 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

18.  Ix 

21.0 

93. 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-197^  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
«  INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICEj 

administra|tion 

$879.68 

$637.91 

72. 5X 

$23. IC 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
'SERVICES 

2.6X 

$6.3^ 

0.7X 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.    PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  S0URCE5  |DF  DATA 
PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE i  i 
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CECIL  COUNTY 

T/^BLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  '  EQUI VA- 
LENT  SCORESf  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


.  SKILL 

-  (3.) 

rf?  Anr  

(2)  ^ 

NUMBER  OE 
STUDENTS 

r       1  r  n 

(3t 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TF  <Tf  n 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
"i  SCHOOLS' 

rr FT  n 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCORES 

(  *iA',  » 

(6) 

r  STANDARD 
DEVIAW  ON 

(  r  n ) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
<  rf  ) 

III 

STANDARD 
DCVIATION 

(1) 

3 

lb 

102.0 

3.56 

1.08 

VOCABUURY 

95.71 

16 

101.8 

1^1.88 

5.09 

1.58 

7    .  > 

ms 

100.& 

1^1.79 

6.7^1 

1.83 

q 

1050 

82.29 

5" 

102.2 

1^1.68 

8.55 

1.97 

C2) 

975 

95.38 

16- 

102.0 

IS.'I'I 

3.72 

1.22 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HB^SlOf^ 

5 

95.71 

i6 

101.8  % 

11.88 

5.25 

1.16 

7 

ms 

•  9*1.59 

6 

100.6 

.  1*1.79 

6.90 

1.61 

9 

1050 

82.29 

5 

H)2.2 

11.68 

8.63 

1.71 

131 
SPELLING 

3 

975 

95.30 

16 

10^.0 

15.44 

i 

4.12 

1.4Q 

5 

3.3.43. 

95.71 

16 

101.  6 

14.66 

5.32 

1.7t 

7 

3.3.45 

9^.59 

6 

100.6 

14.79 

6.60 

^.05 

9 

3.050 

12.29 

5 

102.2 

14.66  ^ 

.  6.49 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

975 

95. 3B 

16 

102.0 

19.44 

3.B6 

1.26 

5 

3.3.43. 

95.71 

16 

101.  6 

14.66 

5.26 

1.50 

7  , 

1145 

94.59 

6 

100.6 

14.79 

6.99 

1.96 

9 

1050 

12.29 

5 

102.2 

14.41 

•  •60 

2.11 

(51 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

975 

95.38 

16 

102 .0 

15.44 

3.93 

1.41 

5 

1141 

95.71 

16 

101.8 

14.66 

5.29 

1.51 

7 

"  1145 

94.59 

6 

100.6 

4 

14.79 

6.63 

1.96 

9 

1050 

12.29 

5 

1Q2.2 

14.66 

6.31 

2.14 

•  see  CHAPTEK  3f  PAGES  64-47,  POR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURQES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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—  CECIL  COUNTY 

T^^BLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABI LITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORESf  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*   (CONTINUED)  . 


SKILL 
AKEAS 


(41 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


(X) 


GKADE 


(21 


-NUHBEK  Of 
STUDENTS 
ENROLLED 


»75 


X050 


PERCCNT  OF 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 


95.38 


95.71 


94.59 


82.29 


Mi) 

NUMBtll  Of 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


16 


16 


{51 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD  r 
AGE  ^ 
SCORE 
(SASf 


102.0 


101.8 


100.6 


102.2 


(6» 

STANDARD 
DEVI  AT  ION 
(SDi 


15.44 


14.88 


14.79 


14.68 


(7J 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
{GEI 


3.74 


5.14 


6.62 


8.20 


(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
.  JSD| 


1.37 


1.64 


1.98 


2.21 


♦  SEE.CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  Of  TERMS  AMD  StlURCE^  OP  DATA  .PROVI D6D  IN  TMIS  TABLE. 
> 
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CECIL  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  -  C^OMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I   (1973-1974)  WITH 

lli  JLilVi:^'^'^^^  ^'''^^  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
,  AND  AVERACE  GRA.  rT  EQUIVALENT  SCORES*  -  o^ukc^ 


ff 

GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL* YEAR 
1974  -1975 

nonverbal"' 

ABILITY 

3 

98.0 

102.0 

5 

100. £| 

viv  

101.8 

7 

101.1 

100.6 

9 

101.2 

102.2 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.33 

3.56 

5 

5.0£| 

5.09 

7 

6.79 

6.7<l 

9 

8.38 

8.55 

READIKG 
'  'COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.47 

3. 72 

5 

'5.20 

5.25 

7 

.  6.96 

6.90- 

9 

8.£|1 

8.63 

LANGUAGE^ 
TOTAL 

3 

3. '65 

3.92 

5 

5.2^ 

5.26,  ^' 

7 

6.68 

5.81 

9 

8.15 

8.i|5 

HftTHEJIATICAL 
TOTAL 

3  , 

»  3.5£|  -. 

3.75 

5 

5.57 

5.58 

7 

7.27. 

7.15 

*  9 

8.59 

8.77 

Moft  ?N?gpRE?;NGl^h'?i^jE/°'  "^f"''^'"''  °r  ^^-^"5  INSTRUCTIONS 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  11  ARE 
.      FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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CECIL  COUNTY  (BAINBRIDGE  -  ELKTON  MIDDLE) 
"  table'  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCCNT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 

DANjpE 
(4) 

PERCENT 

STyAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9 ) 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
( X ) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
( 2 ) 

PUPIL/ 

STAFF 

RATIO 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(XO) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(XX) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOMt^ 

(X2} 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

^4(6 ) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

baiNbridge 

K-6 

472 

24.8 

95.0 

X8.0 

X.O 

8.0 

X4.'1} 

X5.8 

XO.J 

X2.X 

770X 

BAy  VI EM 

K-5 

6X6* 

25.7 

94.8 

23.0  ' 

x.o 

5.x 

X3.0 

X6.7 

XX. 3 

XX. X 

9X25 

CALVERT 

K-d 

295 

24.6 

97.0 

XX. 0 

X.O 

8.6 

X3.5 

8.3 

6.5 

X2«o; 

9963 

CECIL  MANOR 

k-5 

406 

26.3 

96.2 

X4.5 

x.o 

8.2 

6.0 

6.5 

2.5 

'  XX.  4 

X0344 

CECILTON 

K-6 

379 

25.3 

96.x 

X4.0  , 

x.o 

X0.4 

XO.O 

X3.3 

*^20.4 

XX.2 

7739 

CHARLESTOWN 

K-5 

X80 

24.0 

95.0 

6.5 

x.o 

4.5 

X5.0 

20.0*^ 

X8.0 

XX. 0 

8949 

CK^APEAKE  CITY 

K-6 

484 

26.2 

96.5 

X7.5 

x.o 

8.3 

9.0 

X6.2 

X7.6 

XX. 0 

8763  , 

CONOWINGO 

K-6 

384 

25.6 

95.4 

X4.0 

x.o 

X2.2 

7.0 

20.0 

X2.9 

XX. X 

89X2  , 

ELKTON 

K-5 

274 

2X.X 

94.0 

X2.0 

x.o 

4.5 

9.5 

,7.7 

20.5 

X0.6 

8702 

GILPIN  MANOR 

K-5 

4X9 

22.x 

94.8 

,X8.0 

x.o 

7.8 

X5.5  X0.5 

3.7 

XX.  4 

X0X34 

HOLLY  HALL 

I- 

K-V 

384 

24.0 

94.x 

X5.0 

x.o 

8.8  \ 

26.0 

X2.5 

XX.  4 

X0.7 

8959  , 

KENHOaE 

K-5 

266 

24.2 

95.4 

XO.O 

x.o  ^ 

9<7 

X7.5 

3^»4 

7.8 

XX.2 

9999 

LEEDSJ  ^ 

K-5 

29IJ 

22.9 

97.2 

X2.0 

x.o 

4.3 

9.0 

m 

9.5 

XX.  X 

'  9765* 

NORTH  EAST 

K-5 

609 

25.4 

94.8 

23.0 

x.o 

7.0 

X2.0 

4.2 

XX.  3 

XX. 0 

8989 

^ERRYVILLE, 

K-6 

728 

24.3 

95.5 

28.0 

2.0 

8.6 

X4.5 

20.0' 

X2.X 

XX.  7 

9X36 

RISING  SUN 

K-6 

575 

,25.0 

96.0 

22.0 

x.o 

X2.7 

23.0 

X3.0 

6.4 

XX. 9 

96  3X 

CHERRY  HILL  HlJftfLB 

6-8 

548 

20.3 

95.0 

25.0 

2.0 

^.7 

X4.3 

33.3 

6.6 

XX.2 

XOOOO 

ELKTON  MfBOLE 

6  8 

600 

2X.4 

92.6 

26.0 

2.0 

.9.4 

XO.O 

28.6 

9.6 

XX. 0 

9425. 

*  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDES  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TABLE  4. 


CtClL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSIEM 


CEG'IL  COUNTY   (BAINBRIDGE  -  ELKTON  MIDDLE) 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVH?^AGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREAi  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


Skill  areaS 


VOCABULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GR^E  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 

*V  '  LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


V  READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATICAL  TOTAL 


PIFF.Er-  average     MARY-      OIFPFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


/Ef'CF 


GE 


LANU 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LANO 
NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


BAINORIDGE 
I^AY  VIEW 


3  104,9 
5  .104,4 


99,7 
97,2 


3,56 
5,19 

^.51 
4,76 


3,85 
5,51 


3,52 
4.87 


'-.29 
-.32 


-.01 
-.11 


3.69 
5,57 


3,64 
4,98 


3.93 
5.54 


3.58 
4.93 


.24 
.03 


4.06 
♦  .05 


4.00 
5.30 


3.84 
4.82 


4.31 
5.77 


3.96 
5.17 


-.31' 
-.47 


-.12 
-•35 


3.72 
5.81 


3.52 
5,16 


3.90 
5.75 


3.59 
5.16 


-.18 
4,07 


-.07 
^,00 


calvekt 


3  109,8 
5  1U2,0 


4,12 
4,88 


4,17 
5,30 


-,05 


4,17 
5,21 


4.26 
5.33 


.09 
.12 


4.U8 
5.29 


4.63 
5.57 


-.15 
-.28 


4.17 
5.75 


4.18 
5.54 


-.01 
♦  .21 


CECIL  MANOR 


3  109.6 
5  106,0 


4,03 
5,65 


4,17 
^.63 


-•14 
-.16 


4.49 
5,74 


4,26 
5,64 


♦  .23 
-•10 


4.49 
6. 10 


4.63 
6.07 


-.14 
•f.03 


4.24 
6.13 


4.18 
6.02 


.06 
.11 


CECILTON 


3  "101.7 
5  101.3 


3.22 
4.67 


3.64 
5,23 


-.42 

-r36 


3,49 
4,92 


3.71 
5.27 


-.22 
-.35 


3.69 
5.07 


4.10 
5.51 


-.41 
-.44 


3.67 
5.39 


3.71 

5149 


-.04 
-.10 


CHARLlSTOoTN 


3  103.7 
5  1U0.6 


3.54 
4„68 


3.77 
5.17, 


-.23 
-.49 


3,72 
5,17 


3.85 
5.22 


.13 
.05 


4.16 
5.29 


4.23 
5.45 


-.07 
-.16 


3.86 
5.56 


3.83 
5.43 


♦  ,03 

♦  •15 


CHESAPEAKE  CITY 


3  99,0 
^  101,6 


3,40 
5.02 


3.47 
5.26 


-.07 
-.24 


3,45 
5,11 


3.53 
5.30 


-.Oft 
-.19 


3.g7 
5.38 


3.92 
5.54 


-.35 
-.16 


3.44 
5.50 


3.55 
5.51 


-•11 
-.01 


CONOMINGO 


3  105.3 
5  96,7 


3.46 
4.90 


3.B6 
5,01 


-.42 
-.11 


3,60 
4,91 


3,95 
5.06 


-.3'i 
-.15 


3.60 
5.14 


4.33 
5.30 


-.73  •  3.61 
-.16  5.34 


3.92 
5.28 


-.31 
1^.06 


ELKTON 


94,5 
95,8 


3.80 
5. 18 


3. 18 

4,75 


4.62  *  3.66 
♦.43  5.37 


3.23 
4.61 


+  .43 
4.56 


3.62 
5.10 


3.62 
5.05 


y,20 


3.59 
5.17 


3.29 
5.05 


♦  .30 

♦  .12 


61LP1N  MANOR 


3  103.2 
5  97.6 


3.33 
4.67 


3,74 
4,91 


-,41 
-,24 


3,54 
4,79 


3.61 
4.96 


*27 
.17 


3.69 
4.64 


4.19 
5.20 


-.50 
-.S6 


3.76 
5.01 


3.80 
5.19 


-,04 
-.16 


HOLLY  HALL 


96,4 
102,4, 


3.24 
4,71 


3.30 
5,.  33 


^.06 
-.62 


3,26 
4,94 


3.36 
5.37 


-.10 
-.43 


3.40 
5.06 


3.74 
5.^0 


-•34 
-.54 


3.55 
5.19 


3.40 
5.56 


♦  .15 
-.39 


KENMORE 


3  100,9 
5  105,9 


3.85 
5.67 


3,59 
5,64 


4,26 
4,03 


3,80 
5.62 


3.66 
5.66 


.14 
.16 


3.84 
5.39 


4.04 
5.90 


-,20 
"•.51 


3,60 
6.08 


3,66 
5,85 


4,14 
4,23 


LEEDS 


3  101,3 
5  100.9 


3.46 
4.92 


3,62 
5,20 


-,16 
-.28 


3,66 
5,29 


:i.69 
5.24 


-.01 
4,05 


3.A4 
5.01 


4.07 
5.48 


-.23 
-.47 


3,60 
5,34 


3,69 
5.46 


-,09 
-.12 


NORTH  EAST 


3  96.8 
5  101,6 


3.31 
5.12 


3.46 
5.28 


-.15 
-.16 


3',  63 
5,2b 


3.52 
5.32 


4.11 
-.07 


3.71 
5,31 


3.90 
5.55 


-.19 
-.24 


3.66 
5.72 


3,54 
5,53 


4,12 
4.19 


PERRYVILLE 


3  103,3 
5  104,5 


3.66 
b.20 


3,75 
5.52 


-,07 
-.32 


3,«9 
5,33 


3.82 
5.55 


4.07 
-.22 


4.34 
5.37 


4.20 
5.76 


4,14 
-.41 


4,12 
5.67 


3,80 
5,74 


4,32 
4.13 


RISING  SUN 


3  102,6 
5  105,3 


3,83 
b,67 


3,70 
5,59 


4,13 
4,28 


3,82 
5,66 


3.77 
5.61 


4.05 
4.^7 


4,28 
5.95 


4.15 
5,85 


4,1^ 
4,10 


3.A2 
6.28 


3,76 
5.81 


4.06 
4.47 


CHERRY  HILL  MIDDLE      7     103.1        7.20  7.07        4,13        7,28  7.07        4.2l         7.04  7.16        -,12     •   7,37  7,32  4,05 

ELKTON  MIDULE  7      96,8        6.44  6.60        -,16        6,51  6.64        -.13        6.47  6.75        -.28        6.^0  6.68  4,02 


ER  3f  PAGES  74-75i  FDR  DEFINITION  DP  T^RHS,   EXPLANATION  DFy/STERISK  ( * )  ACCOMPANYING  '^DIFFERENCE"  SCORESt  AND 
SPCj^AL  iKSTRUCTIDNS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFE^NCE" 


♦  SCE 
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CECIL  COUNTY  (NORTHEAST  MIDDLE  -  RISING. SUN  JR  SR  HIGH) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL*^ 

MENT 

(21 

• 

PUPIL/ 
?TAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFE 
MASTE%S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
f9K,  J 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 

EDUCA- 

Tinu  nc 
1 1 un  ur 

MOTHER 

(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
I NCOME 
(i) 
(12) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

NORTH  EAST  MIBBi  F  ' 

6—8 

f  £0 

21  f  9 

92 . 0 

31. 0 

2.0 

6.6 

16.3 

33.3 

12.1 

11*0 

9084 

BOHEMIA  MANOR  JR  SR 

7-12 

805 

22.4 

90.3 

34.0 

2.0 

4.7 

10.0 

11^ 

19.0 

11.^1 

8283 

ELKTON  SR  HIGH  ' 

9-12 

fif  281 

21.7 

89.7 

56.0 

3.0 

8.7 

10.0 

27.1 

9.7 

11.1. 

^43 

NORTH  EAST  SR 

9-12 

774 

21.5 

90.9 

34.0 

2.0 

13.5 

30.5 

13.2 

11.0 

9020 

PERRYVILLE  JR  SR  HIGH 

7-12 

816 

22.1 

91.3 

35.0 

2.0 

8.9 

15.0 

27«b0 

14.1 

12.0 

6329 

RISING  SUN  JR  SR  HIGH 

7-12 

If  155 

23.6 

92.9 

47.0 

2.0 

11.8 

20.0 

20.4 

9.0 

11.7 

9516 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CECIL  COUNTY   (NORTHEAST  MIDDLE  -  RISING  SUN  SR  JR  HIGH) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL   LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPAf^ED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SC0RES4= 


CLCIL  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbTLH 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SKILL  AREAS 


VOCAOULARY 


READING  COMPREHErJSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MAPY-      OlFFrRr  AVERAGE     MARY-      DlFrrR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER- 


5A5 


LAND  L^'CE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCC 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


NORTH  EAST  MIDDLE        7     100,2  6,54 


6.76 


.22 


6,63 


6.70  <».0B 


6.00 


.16 


7.02 


-,0ft 


BOHEMIA  MANOR  JR  SR     7       99.0  6.79 
^  9     103,5  8,51 


ELKTON  SR  HIGH 
NORTH  EAST  JR  SR 


9  102,7  8.52 
9     101,2  8.53 


6.71  4.0n  6,9<l 

0,60  -,17  ft,50- 

O.bO  -,06  fl,S'i 

A.dl  4 .12  8,51 


6.71         4.20  6.62 


8,62 


•  01 


8.35  '^•19 


8.?5 


4.0?  ft.62 
8.02 


6.85 
8.61 


-.?3  6.*J5 
-.36  9.02 


8,53  '  4,09 
8.38  -.36 


8,81 
8.19 


6.98 
8,75 


-.03 
*  .27 


8.66  >.18 
8.50  -.01 


PLRRYVlLLE  JH  SK  HI     7       99,0         6.32^        6.71         -,3Q         6.61  6.71  -.10 


9  99,8 


8.25         4 .25         ft. 57 


0. 19 


6.7ft 
♦  .3n  •6.60 


6.85 
6.21 


-.07  7.01 
♦.36  8.15 


6.98  4,06 
8.35  >,10 


RISING  SUN  JH  SR  HI     7     101.5  7.10 
9     1Q2,6  8.61 


6,90  4,20  7.11 
6.57         4,07  8,67 


6.91 
8. 51 


4.23  7.19 
4.36         ft. 61 


7.01  '^.IB 
6.52  4.09 


7.73 
8.92 


7.16  ♦.57 
6.65      *  ♦,27 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7^-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORESt  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL 
4.2.9   .         Charles  County 


— ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


A. 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 


The  present  status  of  the  Charles  County  School  System  . 
Accountability  Program  has  not  deviated  to  any  significant  degree 
from  what  was  reported  to  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education 
(MSDE)   in  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report ^  1973-74. 
County  educators  feel  that  they  are  making  progress  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  their  fivd-year  master  plan  which^i "includes  the  develop- 
ment  of  product  objectives   (pupil  performance  'telated  to  the 
state  accountability  program  as  well  as  to  'l:he  local  county  assessed 
needs) ,  and  process  objectives  (which  include  those  areas  concerned 
with  the  management  of  the  school  system) \ 

Many^  of  the  schools  in  Charles  County  have  exhibited 
exemplary  procedure  in  th*e  objective  setting  .activity.  Their 
method  for  establishing  these  objectives  is  outlined  below: 


Principal  maintains  year-round,  biographfical  record 
of  assessed  needs; 

Principal'  reviews  his  or  her  analyzed  detailed  item 
analysis  printouts ; 
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Principal  studies  all  input  and  involves  all 
appropriate  personnel  in. developing  school  objectives 

Objectives  are  checked  to  verify  that  they  comple- 

ZstSfte  and  county  goals; 
the  principal's  analysis  and  test  results 
analysis  are  disseminated  to  school  faculty  for  the 
development  of  school  objectives; 

At  any  time  during  this  process,  representatives 
from  the  Office  of  Evaluation  and  Research,  super- 
visory  specialists ,  or  other  supportive  personnel 
may  be  called  upon  for  their  services;  and 

The  completed  activity  is  then  submitted  for 
review.  f 


B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

The  Charles  County  school  system  maintains  a  supplemental 
testing  program.     Aside  from  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program 
(MAP)   norm-referenced  and  criterion-referenced  measurements,  the 
Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  (MAT)   and  the  Otis-Lennen  Mental  Abil- 
ities 'Test   (OLMA)   are  administered  to  all  those  grades  not  affected 
by  MAP  testing;   thus,  Charles  County's  supplemental  testing  program 
includes  Grades  1,  2,  4,  6,  8,  and  10. 

In  addition  to  what  was  indicated  in  the  1974  MAP  Report, 
a  program  of  criterion-referenced  testing  has  been  embarked  upon^lf' 
all  levels  in  the  school  system,  specifically  in  the  areas  cjf  r^diog* 
and  mathematics.     At  this  time  there  is  not  complete  coverag^' in 'aM 
sctiools,  but  it  is  hoped  that  3uch  a  goal  can  be  reached  within  "the 
next  two  years.     Charles  County  has  a  computerized  criterion-* 
referenced  testing  program  and  allows  pre-  and  post-test-ing  in 
an  attempt  to  determine  pupil  achievement  relative  to  reaching 
specific  objectives  in  reading  and  mathematics.     The  objectives 
sought  are  closely  integrated  with  state  and  Ibcal  objectives  in 
those  subject  areas.     In  addition,  each  student  is  providjed  with  a 
prescriptive  printout  of  his  or  her  strengths  and  weaknesses  in 
the  subject  areas  mentioned.     At  the  ninth  grade  level  in  county 
high  schools',  use  of  such  a  program  is  anticipated  to  identify 
the  marked  deficiencies  of  students,  as  mandated  by  the  recently 
adopted  state  high  school  graduation  requirements. 

At  the  school  level,  staff  from  each  school  are  doing 
a  thorough  analysis  of  test  results,  both  for  the  state  accountability 
testing  program  and  the  local  testing  program.     An  item  analysis  has 
been  provided  each  school,  and  such  an  analysis  has  enabled  teachers 
and  administrators  to  identify  specific  strengths  and  weaknesses 
in  the  basic  skills  as  measured  by  standardized  tests. 

O  t-  O 
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C*  Conmients  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  downward  trends  of  standardized  test  scores  in  the 
middle  and  high  school  years  as  evidenced  in  tfie  analysis  of  both  \ 
ITBS  and  the  MAT  results  is  still  a  source  of  concern.  .Each 
subject  area  specialist  has  been  asked  to  make  a  careful  analysis 
of  his  or  her  area  to  see  if  the  cause (s)  of  this  phenomenon  can 
be  determined.     Subtest  results  in  English  and  language  arts  seem 
to  hold  the  key  to  satisfactory  results  in  other  areas  Qf  the  testing 
program  and  are^  therefore,  receiving  considerable  attention. 


D.  Progrcun  Modification  Activities 


r 


is  anticipated  that  each  school  will  continue  to 
modify  its  progrcun,   its  instructional  techniques  ,and  approaches, 
and  its  utilization  of  both  majierial  and  human  resources  to  reflect 
a  focus  on  those  areas  of  weakness  as  identified  by  analysis  of 
test  results,  biographical  data,  and  other  forms  o£  needs  assess- 
ment.    At  the  elementary  school  level,  a  uniform  approach  to  the 
teaching  of  reading  through  a  program  of  inservice  training  for  all 
elementary  teachers  and  administrators  has  been  initiated.  The 
basis  of  the  program  is  the  learning  experience  approach  to  teaching 
reading.     Such  an  approach  is  an  effort  to  provide  consistency  in 
the  overall  philosophy  about  teaching  reading  and  to  improve  teach- 
ing skills.     A  comprehensive  reading  program  involving  the  use  of 
cbnsultant  help  during  the  next  three  years  is . anticipated .  This 
program  has  already  been  initiated  this  year  using  the  services  of 
a  noted  specialist  in  reading  skills  who  has  provided  reading  in- 
service  training,  and  consultative  services  to  teachers  and  admin- 
istrators at  all  levels. 

Since  the  major  focus  of  objectives  is  on  the  areas  of 
language  arts,  reading,  and  mathematics,  a  significant  effort  has 
been  made  to  provide  staffing  to  lower  the  pupil-teacher  *ratio  in 
these  designated  subject  areas.     At  the  high  school  and  middle  school 
levels,  the  county  has  attempted  to  provide  a  better  staffing  ratio 
for  language  skills  and  mathematics.     This  has  be6n  done  through 
realignment  of  teaching  personnel  currently  on  board  and  the  -addition, 
where  possible,  of  new  staff  members.     In  most  instances,  the  pro- 
vision of  additional  help  has  exceeded  the  staffing  formula. 

As  a  result  of  standardized  test  scores,  a  countywide 
survey  requesting  recommendations  for  the  modification  of  science 
and  social  studies  curricula  in  Grades  5-10  was  initiated.  While 
the  county's  survey  was  completed  during  the  1974  school  year, 
findings  of  the  tri-county  social  studies  committee  are  being 
awaited  before  proceeding  further. 
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As  indicated  in  the  Five-Year  Plan,  Charles  County  is 
on  schedule  relative  to  the  planning  and  implementation  of  a  pro- 
gram for  the  talented  and  gifted.     Efforts  in  this  area  have 
been  the  result  of  test  data  input  as  well  as  community  interest . 

During  the  1974  school  year,  the  school  system  accumu- 
lated data  which  indicated  that  a  proliferation  of  educational 
programs  existed  in  the  schools;   fv^rther,  the  absence  of  a  formal 
system  for  identifying  and  monitoring  these  and  other  new  pro- 
grams resulted  in  instructional  gaps  as  well  as  overlapping 
ettorts.     As  a  result,  a  committee  was  formed  to  develop  a  system 
entitled  "Educational  Program  Control"   (EPC) .     The  purpose  of 
this  effort  is  designed  to  maintain  greater  effectiveness  in  both 
the  instructional  and  evaluative  processes.     This  managerial 
effort  has  been  planned  and  implemented  as  scheduled  in  the  body 
Tof  the  Master  Five-Year  Pl^n. 


E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services  '  '  ' 

Charles  County  schools  requested  an  annual  budget  of  $3 
million  for  Fiscal  Year  1975-76,  which  represented  a  carefully  con 
side^red  and  frugal  estimate  of  needs.     The  schools  received  a 
$20.8  million  funding,  representing  a  $2.2  million  cut.     As  a 

o  result,  the  only  curriculum  program  improvement  occurs  in  spe- 
cial education.     Funds  are  not  forthcoming  for  the  reduction  of 
class  size  through  the  employment  of  additional  teachers. 
Similarly,  no  special  funding  has  been  made  available  for  a  pro- 
gram for  the  talented  and  gifted.     Schools  have  been  forced  to 

.  defer  some  curriculum  programs  due  to  the  lack  of  funds  to  cover 
rising  costs  of  energy  and  other  noninstructional  needs.  For 
this  coming  year,  however,  Charles  County  will  supplement  th^ 
funding  of  early  childhood  education  because  of  the  discontinua- 
tion of  Federal  funds.       In  summary,  compared  with  intended  and 
requested  improvements  that  were  not  funded,  the  school  system 
will  be  operating  a  minimal  program. 

In  its  1975  accountability  report  to  ^^SDE,  the  Charles 
County  school  system  indicated  its  pupil  population  growth  rate, 
and  the  strains  on  local  government  resources  resulting  from 
that  growth.     There  is  also  a  very  strong  feeling  both  within 
and  outside  schools  that  the  levels  of  government,  whether  state 
or  Federal,  should  assume  greater  responsibility  that  would  pro- 
vide the  resources  needed  to  carry  out  the  improvement  of  programs 
and  the  initiation  of  new  programs  necessitated  by  governmental 
mandates.     It  is  not,  however,  the  concept  or  intent  of  Charles 
County  that  such  external  resources  support  represents  a  substi- 
tution for  local  government  resource  allocation  efforts.  The 
1975  budget  and  resources  request  made  by  the  Charles  County 
school  system  would  certainly  serve  as  evidence  o^  a  desire  to 
obtain  such  resources. 

9  r  rr 
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.  .  CHARLES  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSiJEM  LEVEL  —  COM^NITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A*     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
^O^ULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

56,159 

12t^52 

U) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER' 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

12.0 

12.0 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  197^) 


(4) 

— r 

17) 

(•) 

19) 

(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADHINISTRA'TORS 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

16 » 620 

(lli^lS 

.  S19|9e2 

8.4 

17.9 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

19. 5Z 

20.2 

93. 3S 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
^ER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(161 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITU|IES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

il»032.36 

$714.84 

69. 2X 

i34.24 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURE^ 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3.3S 

$12.01 

1.2X 

*  SEE  CHAPTER   3i   PAGES  60-65i   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
ritOVlDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.  > 
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CHARLES  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


SKILL 

(1) 

r  (21 

NUMBER  UP 
STUDFNTS 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

NUMBER  OF 

SCHUOl S 

T  f    »  r  t. 

(5) 

AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCORrS 

f  '  \  <"  ) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

i'  f) 

17) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 

ir  '  J 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(  '  D ) 

(11 

3 

iiii 

'JO,  I'd 

ib 

%./ 

lb. 39 

3.31 

1. 1^1 

VOCABULARY 

5 

WOl 

97.72 

16 

99.^ 

16.^^3 

^.88 

i.67 

7 

1383 

98.^8 

5 

96.8 

16.36 

6.32 

•1.90 

q 

 3259 

93.t)9 

3 

Q7.6 

16. 3^1 

7.82 

2.10 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 


1313 


1383 


97.64 


98.22 


16 


16 


98.05 


1259  Q'k20 


96.7 


99.'! 


96.8 


P7.fi 


15.39 


16.13 


16.36 


16. 3^1 


1.98 


6.60 


7.99 


1.19 


1.56 


1.66 


L8fi 


131 

J 

1313 

1  96.19 

i  " 

96.7 

15.39 

3.87 

1.41 

SPELLING 

5 

1401 

98.00 

16 

99.4 

16.43 

5.20 

1.87 

7 

1383 

98.48 

5 

96.8 

16.36 

6.53 

2.07 

9 

^1259 

94.20 

3 

97.6 

16.34 

7.96 

2.36    .  - 

3 

1313 

96.88 

16 

96.7 

15.39 

3.71 

1.32 

CAPITAL- 

5 

1401 

98.07 

16 

99.4 

16.43 

5.44 

1.70 

IZATION 

7 

1383 

98.34 

S 

96.8 

16.36 

6.57 

2.03 

9 

1259 

94.20 

3  . 

97.6 

16.34 

8.12 

2.30 

(9) 

3 

iai3 

96.88 

16 

96.7  ' 

15.39 

3.83 

1.42 

PUNCTUATION 

5 

1401 

98.0^ 

16 

99.4 

16.43 

5.41 

1.65 

1383 

98.34  J 

5 

96.8 

16.36 

6.42 

2.05 

9 

1259 

94.28 

3 

97.6 

16.34 

7.94 

2.28 

#  SCE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 


CHARLES  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL         NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  ^TANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AKEAS 


16) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


17) 


U\flGUAGE 

TOTAL 


(X) 


GRADE 


(2) 


NUMBER  OF 

STUDtNTS 

ENROLLED 


X313 


X40X 


X3t3 


X259 


1313 


I'lOl 


1383 


MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 


MATHEMAT ICAL 
PROBLEMS 


110) 


WTHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 


12S9  , 


<3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
.TESTED 


97.79 


98.50 


98.55 


94.  XZ 


98.25 


98.50 


98.92 


NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


16 


16 


(5) 
AVERAGE 
STAN-DARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 


96.7 


99. 


96.8 


97. eu 


96.7 


99. 


96.8 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


X5.39 


X6.<>3 


X6.36 


X6.3<i 


15.39 


16.il3 


16.36 


(7) 
AVERAGE 

.  GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES  ' 


3.<»7 


5.1<> 


6.52 


7.82 


•  3.72 


5.31 


6.53 


(0) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


1.3A 


1.79 


2.  XX 


2.23 


1.2^1 


1.56 


1.81 


X3X3 


X40X 


X383 


X259 


13X3 


X40X 


X383 


1259 


1313 


mi 

1383 


1259 


9  7.79 
98.36 


98.34 


93.65 


98.43 


98.  4X 


93.65 


98.63 


93.65 


16 
X6 


16 
16 


96.7 
99.4 


15.39 


16.43 


96.8 


1^.36 


97.6 


16.34 


96.7 


15.39 


99.4 


96.  6 


16.43 


16.36 


97.6 


16 

16^ 
5 


96.7 
99.^1 


96.8 
97. F 


16.34 


15.39 


16.43 
16.36 


16. 


3.45 


5.24 


6.75 


8. 12 


3. '.5 


5.10 


6.49 


7.93 


3.16 


5.19 


6.68 


2.05 

1.05 


1.42 


1.60 


1.89 


1.11 


1.35 


1.65 


1.89 


1.02 


1.29 


1.^18 


.02 


L78 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  68-69,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CHARLES  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 
llt^J^    (1974-1975)   DATA   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES*    ^ ^^O"^" 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  19T, 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
IIT,  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

96.7 

96.7 

5 

97.7 

99.4 

7 

97.1 

96.8 

9 

97.8 

97.6 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.22 

3.31 

5 

t\.85 

4.88 

7 

6.37 

6.32 

9 

7.75 

7.82 

r   •••     '  ij-i'" 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

3.34 

3 '.40 

5 

'J.96 

4.98 

7 

6.6'J 

6.60 

9 

7.87 

7.99 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

,   'r 

3 

3.71 

3.72  • 

5 

5.20 

5.31 

7 

6.56 

6.53 

9 

7.77 

7.98 

•  •filhtl'"' 

MATHEMATICAL  ' 
TOTAL 

3.45 

3.46 

5  . 

5.21 

5.19  - 

7 

6.70 

6.68 

9 

8.01 

8.02 

SEE  CHAPUk  3,  PAGES  70-71,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF*  T^RMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR   INTERPRETING   THIS  TABLE. 

n  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT^STUDENT  POPULATIONS, 
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CHARLES  COUNTY   (ARTHUR  MiDDLETON  -  GENERAL  SMALLWOOD) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


Charles  i 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4  I 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER*  5 

DEGREE 
OK  ADOVC 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

CRADE 
ORGAN  I  - 
ZATION 
(11  ^ 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 

> 

PUPIL / 
SI  AF  f- 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

Average  years 

EXPER I ENCE 

PERCENT 
'  DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10} 

ME  D I  AN 
E  DUCA- 
T ION  OF 
MOTHER 
( 11) 

HED I  AN 
FAMILY 
INCUi^b 
( 1  ) 
( 12  ) 

SCHOOL  NAME  « 

TE  ACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN . 
(6) 

TCACHtR 
(71 

ADHIN. 
(8  I 

ARTHUR  HIDDLETON 

K-5 

629 

21.  7 

96.7 

1.0 

7.5 

1 

13.0 

17.2 

3.3 

12.1 

111 S14 

DR  CUSTAVUS  BROWN 

K-5 

577 

20.6 

95.4 

27.0 

1.0 

6.6 

13.0 

17.9 

3.4 

12.1 

111  794 

nil  ^AMiiPi  A  Mtjnn 

K-5 

f  71 

15  •  7 

96 . 4 

29.0 

1.0 

7.6 

17.0 

30.0 

3.3 

12. 1 

f 

111  814 

GALE-BAILEY  f 

K-5 

A75 

20.  T 

22.0 

1.0 

9.4 

24.0 

17.4 

15.5 

10.6 

8396 

CLASVA 

P-5 

213 

14.2 

96.1 

14.0 

1.0 

11.4 

19.0 

26.7 

33.8 

9.6 

7043 

INDIAN  HEAD 

K-5 

633 

19.2 

96.6 

31.0 

2.0 

11.  3 

26.8 

18.2 

6.7 

i 

12.0 

lOt  301 

J  P  RYON 

K-5 

585 

20.2 

• 

94.6 

28.0 

1.0 

7.3 

19.0 

24.1 

3.4 

12.1 

111  4 39 

JAHES  CRAIK 

K-5 

5  76  • 
• 

21.3 

95.4 

26.0 

1.0 

7.4 

9.0 

7.4 

12.3 

12.1 

lit  562 

HALCOLH 

P-5 

5^8 

21. 1 

95.7 

25.0 

1.0 

6.3 

14.5 

15.4 

19.9 

11.9 

9879 
/ 

MOUNT  HOPE 

P-5 

312  , 

2<i,0 

95.0 

12.0 

1.0 

7.4 

18.0 

7.7 

14.1 

10.0 

8435 

NANJEMOY 

1-5 

158 

17.5 

96.  3 

8.0 

1.0 

3.4 

39.0 

11.1 

16.7 

10.0 

8435 

PARKS  J  C 

K-5 

636 

19.3 

94.9 

32.0 

1.0 

9.2 

16.0 

15.1 

7.7 

12.  (T 

10t631 

PORT  TOBACCO 

P-3 

336 

16.3 

95.9 

19.  7 

1.0 

7.0 

17.5 

14.5 

10.3 

12.1 

10t855 

T  C  MAItTiN 

P-5 

607 

20.0 

93.7 

29.  3 

i.oA 

12.  7 

11.0 

16.5 

25.1 

11.5 

9609 

HALTER  J  MITCHELL 

,K-5 

937 

40.  7 

95.2 

22.0 

1.0 

13.8 

22.0 

8.7 

16.8 

12.1 

10t849 

WAYSIDE 

P-5 

3<»2 

19.0 

t 

95.0 

17.0 

1.0 

7.7 

6.0 

11.1 

16.8 

10.3 

S061 

DEL  ALTON  MIDDLE 
CENERAL  SMALLWOOD 

6-B 
6-8 

485 

706 

17.3 
19.1 

94. 1 
92.4 

26.0 
39.0 

2.0 
2.0 

5.4 
8.0 

17.0 
11.0 

32.1 
24.3 

26.5 
11.0 

10.3 
11.4 

8  30X  '\ 
9543 

*  fee  CHAPTER  }.  fACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OP  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OP  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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CHARLES  COUNTY^  ^ARTHUR  MIDDLETON  -  GENERAL.  SNhALLWQOD ) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUI VALEI^,!  SCORES  t  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  .COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAG^E  STANDARD  AGE  SCOR^ES*  •         '  i 


CHARLdS  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbltM 


"  •  SKILL  ARE^S 


VOCArtULARY 


READING  COMf>RE(^ 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOT At 


SCHOOL  NAME.        "GRAOE  AVERAGE  J^ERAGE     MARY-      PIFFtR-  ^AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFf^W-  AVERAGE     MARY-      ^^j^^^**"  ^VE^AGE     MARY-  ^^^^^^"^ 


akthui^  miouleton 


SAS 


GE 


d  99,9 
5  101,7 


LAND 
NOR 


cnce 


3,M9 
5,13 


-rOM 
-•IM 


^GE 


J.M9 
5,21 


l,AND 
NORM 


3*59 
5.M 


ENCL 


-.10 
-.10 


GE 


3.93 
5.6^ 


LAND 
NORM 


3.96 
5.55 


-f  05 
♦  .09 


LANU 

NORM 


3.61 
5.52 


ENCE 


4.06 
-.17 


DH  GUSTAVUb  UroWN 


^  96.1 
5  103,^3 


5V29 


3,20 
5, Ml 


♦  .20 

-.l^ 


3,52 
5,22 


3.3M 
5. MM 


♦  .la 

-.22 


3.P2 
5.39' 


3.72 
5.68 


♦  .10 
-.29 


3.M6 
5.2^ 


3.39 
5.65 


♦  ,07 
-.37 


DK  SAMUEL  A  MUDD 


'6ALE-8AILEY 


3  99, '7 
S  106,0 


97,0 
99,1 


3.59 
5.59 


2. BO 
M.50 


3.52 
5,65 


3*3^ 
5,0^ 


♦  ,07 
-,06 


-,5M 
-,5M 


3,7M 
5,5S 


3,09 

M,ni 


3.58 
5.67 


3.a0 
5.09 


♦  .16 
-.12 


-.31 
-.2R 


t*.16 
5.95  ^ 


3.96 
5.91 


3.78 
5.33 


♦  .20 


^VM6 


M.Ol 
5.M9 


3.06 
M.^7 


3.59 
5.^6 


V  3.*iM 
5.31 


♦  •M2 
-.37 


-.36 
-,3M 


GLASVA 


90,0 
92,2 


2.67 
3.70 


2.89 
M.M3 


-/22 
-,73 


2,65 
M,02 


2.93 
M.bl 


-.28 
-.M9 


3.08 
M.86 


k.32 
M.75 


-.2M 
♦  .11 


2.62 
M.ai 


3.03 
a, 76 


-.21 
-.35 


INDIAN  HEAD 


3  93,8 
5  100,3 


3^5 
57^0 


3,1M 
5,15 


♦  .21 


3,M7 
5,22 


3.18 
5.19 


♦  .29 
4.03 


3.63 
5.M3 


3.57 
5.M3 


♦  .06 
4.00 


3,^6 
5.36 


3.25  ^.21 
5. Ml  -.03 


J  P  RYON 


3  90.1 
5  1Q3.0 


3.25 
b.  10 


3.M^ 
5.39 


-;29" 


3.M5 
5.27 


3.M7 
5.M2 


-.02  3.7M 
-.15  '5.71 


3.66 
5.65 


-.12 
♦  .06 


3.^8 
5.29 


3.5a  -;o2 

5.62.  -.33 


JAMES  CRAlK 


3  99. M 
5  lOM.l 


3.56 
5.1M 


3.50 
5,M6 


♦  ..08 
-.3M 


3.7tj 
5.1M 


3.56 
5.t>l 


♦  .20 
-.37 


3.9^ 
5.29 


3.9M 
5,75 


♦  .0^ 
-.M6 


3.76 

5. MO, 


3.58 
5.71 


♦  .20 
-.31 


MALCOLM 


96.6 
9M.0 


3. 16 
U.50 


3.32 
M.59 


-.09 


3.36 
M.75 


3.37 
3.66 


♦  .01 
t.09 


3*^0 
M.P8 


3.76 
M.90 


-.16 
-.02 


3.28 
M.77 


l».9l  ' 


-.13 


MOUNT  hopje:  ELEM 


93.9 
90.6 


2.60 
M.12 


3.1U 
M.29 


-.5M 
-.17 


2.72 
3.96 


3. 19 
M.37 


.M7 


3.15 
M.M3 


3.58 
.M.62 


-.M3 
-.19 


3.09 
M.H2 


3.26 
<I.6M 


-.17 
-.22. 


NANJEMOY 


91.6 
99.2 


2.5M 
M.M7 


2.99 
5.05 


-.M5 
-.50 


2.95 
M.67 


3.03 
5.10 


.08 
.M3 


2.85 
M.99 


3.^2 
S.3t» 


-.57 
-.35 


3.07 
5.01 


3.13 
5.32 


-.06 
-.31 


PARKS  J  C  INTERM 
PORT  TOBACCO 


97.9 
97.6 


3  101.3 
5  101.2 


3.M5 
5.00 


M.27 
5.07 


>3.M0 
t».9l 


3.62 
5.23 


♦  .05 

♦  .09 


3.58 
M.96 


♦  .65  <^  3.72 
-,.16  .  5.02 


3.M6 
M.96 


3. 69 
5.27 


♦  «12 

♦  •02 


3.9^ 
5 . 35 

■■  \ 


-.25  '?§'f^;,6.00 


3.aM 

•  5.20" 


M  .07 
5.50 


♦  klO 

♦  ,15 


♦  .33 

♦  .50 


3.58 
5.06 


3.90 
5.52 


3.^9 
5.19 


^.69 
5.M8 


♦  .09 
-.13 


♦  .21 

♦  .OM 


T  C.  MARTIN 


90.9 
9^.2 


2.92 
M.29 


2.95 
M.61 


-.03 
-.32 


2.90 
M.71 


2.99 
M.67 


-.09 
♦  .  OM 


3.?6 

5.15„ 


3.36 
M.92 


♦  .0  0 

♦  .23 


3.06 
M.96 


3.06 
a. 92 


♦  .00 

♦  .o4 


WALTER  J  MITCHELL 


MAYSIOE. 


3  99,3 
5  100.7 


87.  5 
69.2 


3.62 
5.11 


2.37 
M.02 


3.M9 
5,16 


2.73 
M.17 


♦  .13 
-.07 


-.36 
-.J5 


3.71 
5.1M 


2.61  ' 
a. 15 


3.55  "♦^16 


5.22 


2.76 
M.25 


.00 


-.15 
-.10 


3.93 
5.Ma 


2.A2 
M.25 


3.9a 
5.a6 


3.15 
M.50 


-.01 
-.06 


-.33 
-.?5 


3.76 
5.55 


2.71 
M.59 


3.57 
5.<<M 


2.69 
4.52 


♦  .19 

♦  .11 


-.16 
♦  .07 


BtL  ALTON  middle; 


GENERAL *SMALLWOOO 


7  B9.6 
7  9**.0 


5.53 


5.60 
6.06 


-.07 
-.2M 


5.95 
6.19 


5.71 
6.16 


♦  .2M 

♦  .03 


5. AO 
6.02 


5.87 
6.29 


-.07 
-.27 


6.26 
6.36 


5.9M 
6.39 


♦  .32 
-.03 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  7A-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  {♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
mCIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETlMG  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERJC 


2^1 


253 


„  CHARLES  COUNTY   (JOHN  HANSON  MIDDLE 

.; 

TABLE  3.     S:efeit)OL  LEVEL  —  .COMMUNITY 


-  THOMAS  STONE) 


AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


CHARLES  2 

• 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 

-  (1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL' 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUP  I L/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(A) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
E,XPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

s:taff 

MASTER' S 

DECIRH: 
OR  ffDOVC 
19)  » 

SDiOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISADt- 

VAN- 
TAGTD 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAP. 
FAMILY 
i:,*CC''.6 

(sr 

(12) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

'     JOHN  HANSON  MIDDLE  '  ' 

6-8 

1»428 

21.0 

9A.3 

65.0 

3.0 

5.5 

18.2 

22.1 

15.2 

12.1 

llfOS3 

MATTHEW  HENSON 

6-8 

700 

21.2 

94.6 

31.0 

2.0 

9^3^ 

"18.8 

15.1 

10.1 

11.9 

10,365 

MILTON  M  SOMERS  MIDDLE 

6-8 

927 

21. 1 

94.9 

42.0 

2.0 

9.5 

24.7 

20.5 

10.5 

12.2 

11,477 

LA  PLATA  SR  HIGH 

9-12 

1,175 

22.2 

69.1 

50.0 

3.0 

8.5  ■ 

21.7 

28.3 

21.2 

11.8 

9768 

LACKEY  SENIOR 

9-12 

1,587 

19.6 

88.6 

77.0 

4.0 

a.5 

12.5 

30.9 

13. b 

11.6 

9870 

THOMAS  STONE 

9-12 

1,718. 

23.5 

88.7 

70.0 

3.0 

7.4  , 

4 

15.0 

21.9 

19.8 

12.1 

11,164 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINIHON  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TfBLE . 
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CHARLES  pOUNTY   (JOHN  HANSON  MIDDLE  -  THOMAS  -STONE) 

f 

TABLE  4.      SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BV 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
CH.RL.S  couNTr         AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  ■ 

SCHOOL  SYS f EM  ^  * 

SKILL  AHEaS 

»•••«•»••••♦«••♦♦•♦••»•••••••♦*♦♦••••♦•••••♦•  Jt.**«  ♦•••**♦♦•••• 

VOCABULARY  READING  COMPREHFNSION  LANGUAGC  TOTAL  MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL^ 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRAO^  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-      OlFPCR-  AVERAGE     MAR.Y-      OlFKFR-  AVCPAGE    MARY-       OIFPER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER- 

LANO        LNCE  LAND         EnCE  LAND         ENCE  LANO  EMCE 

SkS  GE         NORM  GE         NOKM  6E        NO«M  GE  NORM 

JOHN  HANSON  MIOOLE       7       96.1        6.«»3  6.31        ^.12      \.66  6.37         4.29         6.60  6.'*9         4.U         6.66  6.60  4.06 

MATTHtW  HtNSON  7       97.6        6.26  6.^7        -.2i         6.58  6.52         4.06         6.73  6.6«*         4.09         6.60  6.76  -.16 


MILTON  M  SOMERS  7     102.7        6.96  7.03  -.07 


7.1«*  7.03        4.11        6.98  7.12  7.19  7.28  -.09 


LA  PLATA  SK  HIGH  9      98.2  7.86 


8.06        -.20         7.98     "     8.00        -.02        7.87  8.09        -.22         8.09  8.18  -.09 


LACKEY  SENIOR  9      96.6        7.78     ^     7.^        -.10         7.99  7.81         4.l«^.ll  7.93        4.18     .8.01  8.01  4,00 

THOMAS  STONE  9      97.9        7.82  6.03        -.21         7.99  7.97        4.02        7.97  '        8.06        -.09         7.97.  8. IS  -.18 


#  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  74-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•)   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DI FFERENCE "  SCORE S  PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 


2G3 

EMC 


LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 

■    %  • 

4.2.10        Dorchester  County 


Introduction 

The  second  year  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Assess- 
ment Program  has  been  a  very  important  year  for  the  Dorchester 
County  school  system.     Again,   the  educational  staff  for  the 
Dorchester  County  school  system  accepts  wholeheartedly  the 
Governor  and  the  legislature's  mandate  to  conduct  a  continuous 
evaluation' of  the  students'   achievement  in  reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics.     In  fact,  this  mandate  has  provided  the  impetus 
for  upgrading  the  entire  in^structional  program.     Major  accomplish- 
menbs  are  appaimnt  in  the  field  of  curriculum  development,  im- 
proved teacher  techniques,   improved  student  achievement,  and 
improved  student  behavior.     These  changes  are  pToducing  a  new 
energy  and  vitality  in  the  teaching  force  that  should  soon  pay 
a  dividend  in  educational  accomplishment  for  generations  of  youth 
in  Dorchester . County.     At  this  point,   it  is  important,  however, 
to  restate  a  basic  premise  on .which  our  intellectual  accomplish- 
ment is  predicated  —  the  basic  average  level  of  intelligence  of 
the  Dorchester  County  school  population.     Test  results  show  children 
in  the  county  to  have  an  average  Standard  Age  Score  in  the  low  90 's. 
When  this  all-important  factor  is  coupled  with  several  other 
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socio-economic  factors,  Dorchester  County  school  personnel  do 
not  have  to  rationalize  explanations  for  some  of  the  low  achieve- 
ment scores.     Two  major  factors  should  be  cited.     The  first  is 
that  the  average  educational  attainment  of  the  adults  in  Dor- 
chester County  is  ninth  grade,  sixth  mon^th,  with  breakdowns  of 
population  groups  showing  even  greater  variance.     For  ekample, 
male  adults  have  ap  overall  achievement  level  of  9.2;  female 
adults  'have  an  educational  attainment  of  10.1;  white  males,  9.7; 
white  females,  10.6;  Negxomales,   7.7;  and  Negro  females,  8.6. 
Population  statistics  indicate  that  31.1  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation is  non-white.     The  other  factor  that  contributes  to  the 
educational  achievement  of  the  students  in  Dorchester  County  is 
the  median  family  income.     Dorchester  County  has  a  median  family 
income  of  $7,702  in  contrast  with  an  average  family  income  for 
the  state  of  $11,063.     The  difference  in  educational  achieve- 
ment between  a  county  like  Dorchester  and  Montgomery  County,  whose 
median  family  income  is  $16,170,  is  certainly  a  major^ factor 
that  the  Governor  and  legislature  must  take  into  consideration 
when  test  results  are  reviewed.     Additional  income-related  prob- 
lems also  influence  educational  achievement.     For  example,  the 
income  for  the  average  white  family  is  $8,515,  while  non-white 
family  income  is  $5,619.  ^  One  thousand  sixty-four  families  in 
Dorchester  County  have  an  income  of  less  than  $3,000  a  year. 
The  percentage  of  disadvantaged  school-age  children  in  Dorchester 
County  is  21.4  percent  in  relation  to  the  state's  average  of  11.24 
percent.     The  citing  of  these  factors  should  not  be  construed 
that  Dorchestej^  County  ,  feels  a  sense  of  hopelessness.     On  the 
contrary,  the  entire  school  staff  is  dedicated  towar^d  upgrading 
and  improving  the  educational  accomplishments  of  its  student 
population. 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

The  Dorchester  County  school  system  has^ade  outstanding 
progress  during  the  school  yearv  1974-75  in  relation  to^  the  Mary^ 
land  Accountability  Assessment  Program.  ,  . 

The  establishment  of  system  objectives  and  school  level 
goals  and  objectives  has  been  accomplished  through  the  combined 
efforts  of  teachers,  principals,  and  central  office  personnel 
under  the  Director  of  Instruction. 

As  a  result  of  the  very  detailed  and  careful  planning 
'by  schools  and  central  office  personnel ,   significant  accomplish- 
ments can  be  highlighted: 

(1)     A  basic  reassessment  of  the  curriculum  has  been 
an  ongoing  process. 
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(2)  A  cooperation  between  the  teachers  of  multi-grade 
levels  has  proved  to  be  an  asset  in  improving 
the  instructional  process.  >  '  ^ 

(3)  A  series  of  excellent  inservice  meetings  with  \ 
distinguished  educators  and  members  9f  th6  Mary-* 
land  State  Department  of  Education  staff  has 
greatly  improved  the  reading  progress  in 

the  county, 

(4)  A  more  positive  attitude  is  now  prevalent  through^ 
out  the  teaching  cadre^  and  the  cent^ral  office 
staff  members. 

/T5)     A  more  refined  evaluation  process  is  taking  place 
in  many  areas  of  th^ school  program —  reporting 
to  parents  at  the  middle  grade  level,  observation 
and  evaluation  of  teachers,  and  a  re-evaluation 
of  the  entire  testing  program  for  Dorchester 
County  schools. 

(6)  '  A  t^otal  involvement  of  every  teacher,  principal, 

vicfe  principal,  and  central  office  staff  member 
has  been  effected. 

(7)  A  greater  awareness  of  management-by-objectives 
has  been  established  in  many  areas  where  educa- 
tional personnel  are  evaluating  the  accomplish- 
ment of  objectives  by  indepth  levels  (activity 
plus  persons  involved  plus  time  factor  plus  - 
specific  procedures  plus  f ollowthrough  plus 

J  impact) . 

(8)  A  basic  knowledge  of  the  direction  of  the  Dor- 
chester County  school  system  has  been  accomplished 
by  the  central  office,  staff,  the  instructional 

.  staffs  of  the  various  schools,  the  pupil  personnel 

\  ,  staff.  Federal  government  supportive  personnel, 

the  maintenance  and  opeifation  personnel,  food 
service  personnel,  transportation  personnel,  and 
other  auxiliary  personnel.     '  * 

(9)  A  stronger  public  relations  program  has  evolved 
to  acquaint  the  general  public  and  the  student 
population  with  the  direjction  of  the  school 
system's  goals  and  objectives. 

(10)     Every  school  in  Dorchester  County  has  established 

a  set  of  goals  for  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics 
These  were  developed  with  the  assistance  of  the 
supervisors  of  elementary,  middle  and  secondary 
schools.     Once  the  schools  had  established  their 
own  goals,  either  the  principals  of  all  elementary 
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schools,  or  vertical  committees  composed  of 
representatives  from  all  areas  of  the  middle 
and  secondary  schools  met  to  establish  a  b.asic 
set 'of  acceptable  school  goals  for  countywide 
approval  and  implementation. 

(11)     Once  school  level  accountability  goals  for  reading, 
writing,  and  mathematics  were  established /on  a 
countywide  basis,  individual  schools  evaluated 
their  accomplishments  in  light  of  these  goals. 


^3-  Local  Assessment  Activities  / 

Several  major  activities  have  occurred  at  the  local 
level  in  connection  with  the  state  accountability  program.  T 
first  of  these  was  the  establishment  of  systemwide  objectives 
for  1976.     These  objectives  are  as  follows: 


(1) 


Provide  effective  and  efficient  -implementation  of 
the  educational  programs  for  youth  and  adults, 


(2)     Provide  a  program  of  reading  experiences  that 

allows  each  child  the  opportunity  to  achieve  ac- 
cording to  his  ability  and  background  of  experiences 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


Provide  a  program  of  mathematical  experiences  that 
allows  each  child  the  opportunity  to  achieve  ac- 
cording to  his  ability  and  background  of  experiences 
Provide  a  program  of  written  communication  that 
allows  each  child  the  opportunity  to  achieve  a 
level  of  literacy,  fluency,  or  proficiency  ac- 
cording to  his  ability  and  background  of  experiences 
Provide  a  reinforcing  and  positive  educational 
environment  that  is  implemented  on  the  Integration 
of  procedures  and  techniques  of  individualization, 
small  group  activity,  interpersonal  regard  and 
creativity  for  each  child. 

(6)  Provide  models  for  the  activities  that  assist  each 
child  in  building  a  system  of  values  that  promotes 
worthy  citizenship,  effective  human  relations,  and 
an  appreciation  of  the  resources  and  cultures  of 
his  or  her  environment. 

(7)  Provide  each  child  with  scientific  stimuli  that 
will  increase  his  awareness,  allow  him  to  conjec- 
ture, establish  experimental  procedures '  and  draw 
conclusions.  5 
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(8)  Develop  a  student -oriented  program  of  physical 
health  and  mental  development  based  on  the  develop- 
mental  tasks  by  each  student  at,  the  appropriate 
grade  level  and  also  one  that  gives  understanding 
of  an  individual's  relation  to  critical  social  and 
health  issues. 

(9)  Provide  a  program  of  arts  and  humanities  that  per- 
mits each  student  to  appreciate  his  culture  and  to 
contribute  to  civilization. 

'  (10)     Prov;Lde  a  sequenti^il  program  of  awareness,  under- 
standing and  explbtation  of  career  opportunities 

every  level  and  in  every  area  of  school 
activity. 

(11)  Provide  skills  that  will  allow  students  job-entry 
levels  into  the  community's  occupations. 

(12)  Provide  continuous  activities  and  experiences  that 
allow  each  student  to  develop  an  environmental  ap- 
preciation awareness,  and  to  practice  skills  of 
preservation,  management,  and  protection. 

(13)  Provide  enrichment  —  artistic,  literary,  scientific, 
musical,  physical t  emotii&nal,  intellectual,  and 
mathematical  —  so  that  no  child  with  special  gifts 
is  denied  avenues  of  pursuit.  . 

(14)  Develop  a  comprehensive  screening  and  referral 
program  to  assist  individual  students  in  finding 
programs  and  activities  that  are  suitable  to  their 
needs  and  interests . 

(15)  Provide  transportation  that,  by  its  auxiliary  ^ 
nature,  reinforces  the  development  of  the  individual 
child". 

(16)  Provide  operational  and  maintenance  personnel  and 
programs  to  the  schools  that  are  so  integrally 
related  that  they  are  a  real  professional  adjunct 
to  the  instructional  process. 

(17)  Provide  a  food  service  program  that  gives  each 
individual  child  the  opportunity  to  receive  on^- 
third  of  his  daily  nutritional  needs. 

Principals  and  central  staff  members  have  met  and  each 
principal  was  designated  as  the  leader  of  his  school  to  organize 
his  staff  —  instructional,  custodial,  food  service,  secretalfial , 
and  Federal  supportive  personnel  ~  into  committees  charged  with 
the  planning  of  strategies  to  implement  these  objectives  that  comple- 
ment the  Maryland  Assessment  Program,  and  the  devising  of  specific 
procedures  for  evaluating  the  accomplishment  of  these  objectives. 
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^  / 

'       School'  personnel,  central  office  personnel,  and  consul-/ 
rants  frpm  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  (MSDE)  have^ 
met  and  evaluated  Dorchester  county's  entire  testing  progr<iiUife 
This  was  done  in  order  to  ensure  a  comprehensive  yet  functional 
total  evaluation  test  program.     An  effort  was  made  to  eliminate  ' 
duplication. 

The  purposes  of  the  various  assessment  instruments  are 
as  follows: 

(1)  To  make  an  early  identification  of  anticipated 
students  who  display  learning  difficulties; 

(2)  To  assess  the  students'  achievement  and  intellectual 
capacities  at  certain  levels ; 

(3)  To  assess  the  adjustments  and  emotional  maturity  of 
students; 

(4)  To  provide  pre-  and  post-test  information  needed  to 
meet  Federal  and  state  requirements; 

(5)  To  give  overall  guidance  to  facilitate  the  curriculum 
and  instructional  program  to  meet  individual  students 
needs;  and 

(6)  To  meet  specialized  needs  —  college  placement  and 
job-entry  levels  into  the  community's  occupations. 

There  are  no  schools  that  are  net  covered  by  state 
assessment  instruments  in  Dorchestjer  County.         *  . 

C.  Comments  on  the  State  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

Dorchester  County  school  personnel  were  encouraged  with 
the  results  of  the  accountability  test  program  in  Grades  3  and  5, 
with  an  average  difference  in  grade  equivalent  of  .28  from  the 
testing  in  1973-74   (Grade  3);  and  an  average  difference  of  .31 
(Grade  5).     Dorchester  County's  third  grade  students  had  an 
average  grade  equivalent  for  the  1974-75  vocabulary,  reading^ 
language,  and  mathematics  tests  of  3.57;   fifth  grade  students  had 
an  average  grade  equivalent  of  5.10.     As  evidenced  by  these  two 
grade  scores,   Dorchester  County  students  for  third  and  fifth  grades 
are  operating  at  their  chronoldgical  grade  levels. 


::g9 


262 


iWhile  Dorchester  County's  seventh  and  ninth  grade 
students  still  continu^^to  operate  below  grade  level,  there  Were 
some  minor  gains,  es^cially  in  Grade  7,  where  the  average  grade 
equivalent  was  increased  by  -OS,     It  is  further  hoped  that,  as 
the  present  lower  grades  move 'into  the  seventh  and  ninth  grades, 
their  grade  equivalents  can  be  maintained  to  correspond  to  their 
chronological  grade  equivalents.     Comparison  of  teSt  results  is 
shown'  below. 


DORCHESTER  COUNTY 
IOWA  TMTl  OF  BASIC  SKILLS  DATA  FOR  1574-75  SCHOOL  YEAR 


Scores  Reported 

In  Grade  Equivalents 


VOCABULARY 

1974-75 

Dlff . 

Crada  3 

3.04 

3.34 

+  .30 

Crad«  i 

A. 61 

4.97 

*  .36 

Crad«  7 

5.98 

6.15 

+  .17 

Crad*  9 

7.48 

7.50 

+  .02 

READING 


LANGUAGE 


MATHEMATICS 


Dlff. 


1973-74      1974-75-     Dlff.      1973-74      1974-75  Dlff. 


3.14 
4.  76 
6.25 
7.77 


3.45 
4.92 
6.29 
7.66 


+  .31  3.76 

+  .16  5.00 

'+  .04  6.37 

-  .11  7.84 


4.10 
5.46 
6.47 
7.49 


+  .34  !).24 

.46  4.80 

^  .10  6.49 

«•  .35  7.89 


3.40 
5.05 
6.50 
7.78 


+  ,16 
+  .25 
+  .01 
-  .11 


Program  Modification  Activities 

There  have  been  many  major  activities  initiated  to 
modify  the  program  in  order  to  achieve  a  higher  level  of  accomplish- 
ment not  only  in  the  designated  areas  of  reading,  writing,  and 
 1  A.  ^  t  1  ^  ^^^^^  /^n>-vTr«iiinTn      These  ' 


mathematics  but  also  in  other  areas  of  the  curriculum, 
activities  are:  ^ 


^       The  supervisors  have' held  a  series  of  workshops 
V        designed  to  improve  the  quality  of  reading  instruction 
in  content  areas  and  to  achieve  Goal  #4,  the  Function- 
al Reading  Goal,  as  outlined  by  the  Maryland  State 
Department  of  Education. 

•        Three  Vertical  Curriculum  Committees  met  regularly 
and  developed  curriculum  modifications  that  were 
adopted  by  the  Dorchester  County  Board. of  Education. 
These  modifications  give  more  relevancy  and  flexi- 
bility to  the  existing  curriculum. 
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•  A  state  consultant  in  mathematics  held  a  metric 
workshop  for  selected  school  representatives  who, 
in  turn/  are  providing  inserv.ice  training  to*  the 
individual  school  faculties • 

/       •        A  behavior  modification  workshop  was  held  for  se- 
lected personnel  by  members  of  the  speech-hearing 
staff  for  Dorchester  County.     The  workshop  was 
designed  to  assist  personnel  in  establishing  stra- 
tegies to  achieve  goals  that  could  be ^evaluated . 

•  Three  major  workshops  were  held  in  Dorchester 
County  during,  the  summer  to  modify  various  acti- 
vities as  they  relate  to  the  assessment  program. 
Topics  covered  were:     reading  in  the  content  areas, 
the  Continuum  Program,  and  selection  of  ethnic 

and  cultural  minority  materials. 

*  0. 

•  One  of  the  most  effective  inserVice  programs  was 
an  evening  session  during  which  the  teachers  of 
Dorchester  C6urity  shared  experiences  and  activi- 
ties and  discussed  modifications  of  existing  pro- 
cedures andy  techniques. 

•  A  science  consultant  developed  program  modifica- 
tion activities  in  the  area  of  science  for  primary 
grades.     This  was  done  with  the  assistance  of 
teaching  personnel. 

•       *  • 

•  Many  schools  implemented  social  studies  programs 
related  to  the  Bicentennial  marked  by  students' 
participation  in  community  activities. 


E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services  "~ 

Two  major  problems  continue  to  plague  .the  Dorchester 
County  school  system,  and  these  two  problems  are  not  unique  to 
Dorchester  County.     They  are  the  p<toblems  of  anti-social  behavior 
and  poor  attendance.     Last  year,  a  major  effort  was  planned  to 
implement  alternate  programs  dealing  with  those  students  who 
exhibited  poor  adjustment  to  the  school  situation  but,  because 
of  the  economy,  these  programs  were  not  funded  by  the  local 
government.     The  problem  of  anti-social  behavior  is  probably  the 
greatest  single  factor  causing  lack  of  potential  achievement  by 
Dorchester  County  schodl  students.     It  must  be  said,  however, 
that  a  dedicat^ed  and  concerted  effort  is  definitely  being  made 
by  "every  instructional*  person  and  by  every  school  in  the  system. 
Discipline  committees  have  been  established  in  every  school, 
the  team  approach  to  solving  behavior  problems  has  been  discussed. 
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\  '         ■  ' 

and  an  effort")  has  been  made  to  implement  behavior  modification 
techniques.    ^Workshops  have  been  held^  inservice  sessions  have 
been  promoted^  supervisory  conferences  with  weaker  teachers 
have  been  held,  and  meetings  with  individual  students  and  student 
groups  have  taken  place  in  an  effort  to  abate  and  discourage 
behavior  patterns  that  are  jeopardizing  the  learning  accomplish- 
ments of  all  studehts-     In  an  attempt  to  solve  the  second  problem, 
a  team  of  educators  studied  the  existing  attendance  policy  and 
developed  a  much  stronger  policy  in  reference  to  unlawful  attend- 
ance on  accomplishment.     The  superintendent,  deeply  aware  of  the 
impact  of  poor  attendance  on  accomplishment,  not  only  publicized  . 
this  situation  in  the  local  media,  but  also  informed  parents 
through  a  letter  sent  to  every  parent  in  the  county  outlining 
the  new  policy  and  informing  them  of  the  schools*  intention  to 
rigidly  enforce  attendance  regulations- 


F,  General  Comments 

It  is  important  that  the  Maryland  Accoun^iabi^^ity  Program 
should  ^be  kept  in  the  proper  perspective,     Dorchester  County's  . 
school  system  hopes  to  avoid  the  comparison  of  teachers ,  schools , 
^nd  the  students  themselves.     If  a  comparison  is  made,  only  adverse 
result's  will  occur. 

Secondly,  a  proper  perspective  must  be  maintained  in 
relation  to  those  counties  where  the  socio-economic  factors,  the 
level  of  parental  educational  accomplishments,  and  the  Standard 
Age  Scores  are  ]^ow.     An  adverse  media  -reaction  resulting  from 
scores  that  are  compared  with  those  counties  having  high  levels 
of  educational  accomplishment,  high  levels  of  family  income,  and 
high  §tandard  Age  Scores  cou-ld  potentially  impair  the  public's 
acceptance  of  the  schools*  program  and  thus  hurt  their  financial 
^pport  from  local  government.     Should  this  adverse  publicity 
occur  and  the  resulting  lack  of  public  support  happen,  ^t  can 
only  be  assumed  that  this  vi'ould  again  devastate  the  achievement 
and  accomplishment  of  the  local  school  systems.     The  Dorchester 
County  Assessment  Program  certainly  highlights  the  need  for  in- 
creased state  and  Federal  funding  of  its  educational  program. 
The  recent  cutbacks  of  state  revenue  supporting  special  programs 
of  education  and  special  supportive  programs  may  result  in  a 
serious  impairment  of  the  accomplishments  so  desired  by  the 
Government  of  Maryland  and  the  Maryland  Legislature, 

Educational  personnel  throughout  the  Dorchester  County 
system  generally  feel  that  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program 
is  successful  and  should  be  continued.     Its  impact  is  to  force 
educators  to  evaluate  seriously  their  procedures,  programs,  and 
techniques  of  instruction.     In  the  harsh  reality  of  seeing  to 
improve  the  overall  accomplishment  of  students,  the  real  accomplish 
ment  is  achieved. 


DORCHESTER  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  "  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     fOMHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


il) 

TOTAL 
^OPUUTION 

12) 
MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

13) 

Percent 
disadvantaged  - 
school  age  children 

29 t 502 

6t991 

21.4 

(4) 

educational  level 
Males  25  years 

or  AGE  OR  OLDER 
IMEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.2 

10*1 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(ft) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALAAY 

(1) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

6il91 

$10,577 

S15.63ft 

10.9 

23.4 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

15.2X 

17-5 

93- Tt 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(IS) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR   INSTRUCTION  ^ 

(1ft) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR  . 
INSTRUCTION 

(171 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(1.093.A3 

S796.24 

72,8X 

(35,26 

(11) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPU 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 

FOft  PUPIt^ 
SERVIClgi$ 

3.2X 

(9.46 

0,91 

#  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  60-65.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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DORCHESTER  COUNTY 

TABLE  2.    .SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
'scores  and  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  ' 


(6) 

t7> 

AVC'RAO^ 
GRADE 

(!) 

STANDARD 

EQUIVALENT 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

SCORES 

 1  •  I  } 

DEVI  AT  ION 

( '^1 

SKILL 
ARFAS 


NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDFNTS 
T  f  «•  T  r 


(1) 


VOCABUURY 


READING 
COMPRE-^ 
HENSIIX^ 


3 

4bM 

9j.S$ 

B 

14.43 

3.34 

1.14 

5 

521  • 

93.13 

8 

93.5 

'  15.90 

4.97 

1.65  ' 

7 

512 

90.23 

3  • 

96.5 

14.92 

6.15 

1.75 

9 

523  85.85 

3 

]7.?1 

7.50 

L94 

3 

454  93.83 

92.4 

14.43 

[     '  3.45 

1.14  ; 

'     5  , 

521 

93.13 

8 

93.5 

15.90 

4.92 

1.49 

'  7'' 

512 

90.23 

3 

96.5 

14.92 

6.29 

1.61 

9 

523 

85.85 

3 

17.7] 

-7.66 

1,82 

13) 

SPELLING 

3 

0 

l.i4 

5 

524 

93.13 

>■ 
93.5 

15.90 

5.47 

1.78 

7 

512 

90.23 

96.5 

14.92 

4^51 

2.06 

9 

523 

•  5.85 

96.9 

17.21 

7.57 

2.36 

it*) 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

454 

93.13 

92.4 

i4.43  ^ 

4.24 

1.33 

5 

524 

93.13 

93.5 

15.90 

5.75 

1.  76 

7 

512 

90.23 

96.5 

14.92 

6.59 

2.01 

9 

J* 

523 

85.15 

96.9 

17.21 

7.69 

2.25 

(51 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

454 

J) 

93.83 

92.4 

14.43 

4.37 

1.47 

5 

524 

93.13 

93.5 

15.90 

5.54 

1.70 

7 

90.23 

96.5 

14.92 

6.49 

1.95 

9 

r  15.85 

3 

96.9 

17.21 

7.35 

2.24 

«  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  4*-*47,  POfl(  SCHt^ttmN  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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DORCHESTER  COUNTY 

TA'BLe  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERA^GE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHI EVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE   GRADE  EQUIVA- 
.LENT  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 


(6) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


LAf^GUAGE 
TOTAL  . 


MATHEMATICAL 
.   CONCEPTS  ^ 


(9) 


MATHEMATrCAt 
PROBLEJ^'^ 


(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 


(1) 


GRADE 


J2_ 


NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 


0524 


512 


^  523 


52^1 


512 


(3) 


PERCENT  OP 
STUDENTS  " 
T&STED 


93.83 


90%23 


93.85 


93.13 


90.23 


(4) 


NUMBER  OF 
StTHOOLS 
TESTED 


AVERAGE 
STAN DARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 


93.5 


96.9 


92. 


93.5 


96.5 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(  SD) 


14.92 


,1^1.^13 


15.90 


1^1.92 


85185'  3         ,96.9  *  17.2.1 


524 


512 


523 


52^ 


51 


523 


90.23 


85.85 


93.  X3 


90.23 


85.8^ 


93.83. 


93.13 


90.23 


(  7  )* 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCOR&S 
(GE) 


3.66 


5.09  \ 


7.37 


^1.10 


5.^16 


(8) 


STANDARD 


(SD) 


1.77 


1.94 


2.10 


1.21 


'1.53 


1.7^1 


92.4 


93.5 


96.5 


14.43 


14.43 


93.5 


96.5 


96.9 


92./!.. 


93.5 


96.5. 


15.90 


17.21 


1^1.^13 


15.90 


1^1.92 


4.87 


7.74 


3.41 


5.23 


6.52 


7.83 


3.^10 


5.05 


6.50  i 


1,92 

.93 


23 


1.40 


1.33 


1.62 


.96 


1.19 


1.39' 


1.7^1 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  68-69,   FOR  D  E  F I N I T  I'gN^Of^  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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DORCHESTER  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE.  'STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

91.6  , 

92.1 

5 

91.5 

93.5 

7 

93.7 

96.5  . 

9 

91.6  ■ 

95.9  - 

v'  VOCABULARY 

3 

3.04 

3.31 

5 

1.61 

1.97 

7 

.     5.98  ■ 

6.15 

9 

7.18 

7,50 

•  READING 
COHPREHEf^SION 

3 

3.11 

3,15 

5 

1.76 

1.92 

7 

6.25 

6.29  . 

9 

7.77, 

7.66 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

,3  . 

5.7b 

1.10 

5 

5.00 

5.16 

6.37 

6,17 

9 

7.81 

7,19  ' 

mTHEJIATICAL. 
TOTAL 

3 

3,21 

3.10  • 

5. 

1.80' 

5.05 

7 

6.19 

6.50 

9 

7,89 

-  7.78 

♦     SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  70-71.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE, 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  B§  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS, 
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DORCHESTER  COUNTY   (&RAPO  -  SOUTH  DORCHESTER  SR  JR^ 
vTAFLE. '3.. /school  LEVEL  —  COMMUN I T Y.  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


CAMBRIDGE  JR  HIGH 
NACES  LANE  SR  JR 


^  9  310         lA.A       92. 3  19.5 

7-8  607         17.9      93.7  31.0 


2.0  9.6   .   22.5  23.3 


3.0      . 12. 5       lA.O       11. 8 


NORTH  DORCHESTER  SR  JR         7-12       1,06A         18.3       89.3.        55.0  -^.0  8. A       21.3  12.1 


19.0  10. A 
20.9         10. A 

22.1  9.8 


% 

\ 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GR'ADE 
ORGAN  I - 
ZATION 
(X) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

- 

PUPIL/ 
STATE 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

?AILY 
ATTf.N- 
DANCE 

<A) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER ' S 

DECREE 
OR  ABOVE 

^9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CKXt-DREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDl  Afi 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

McD  I  A*. 

FAM  ILY 
T;/.GMG 
(  S  ) 
(  X2) 

•TEACHER 
(5) 

ADM  IN  J 
(6) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(B) 

CRAPO 

K-6 

'  1^3 

16.2 

9A.0 

6.6 

1.0 

7.8 

20.0 

0.0 

13.7 

B.6 

6176 

EAST  NEW  MARKET 

2-6 

205 

19.7 

9A.5 

9. A 

1.0 

-    6. A 

9.0 

19.2 

13.  8 

10.0 

B267 

HOOPERS  ISLAND 

56 

1A.3 

9B.6 

2.9 

1.0 

12.8 

33.0  ' 

0.0 

A6.  A 

9. A 

A659 

HURLOCK  PRIMARY  ' 

\ 

\ 

365 

18.1 

93.9 

IB.  2 

,  2.0 

9.6 

2A.5 

9.9 

^  2A  .  8 

«  9.9 

8350 

HURLOCK  INTERMEDIATE 

A-6 

327 

21. A 

9A.9 

1A.3 

1.0 

8.0 

22.0 

6.5 

2A.9 

9.9 

8350 

PEACH  BLOSSOM 

3-5 

31A 

19.5 

97.1 

15.1 

i.d 

lA.A 

25.0 

0.0 

20.0 

10,3 

78B7 

SANDY  HILL  .to 

K-5 

559f 

18.5 

96. A 

28.2 

2.0 

10.5 

12.5 

16.5 

15.5 

NA 

NA 

r 

ST  CLAIR 

K-5 

A20 

15.6 

96.0 

2A.9 

2.0 

12.1 

36.3 

22.3 

27.3 

10.5 

8106 

VIENNA 

K-6 

186 

21.9 

96.9 

7.5 

1.0 

13.6 

36.0 

11.8 

22.  3 

9.3 

7197 

7965 
t96A 
8120 


SOUTH  DORCHESTER  SR  JR  7-12 


171        11*6  » 


13:ir'^W^-^''-    '11.1      27.5  19.3 


20.1  B.9  5695 


t  SEE  CHAPTER  S,  PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEyNlt>QN  OF  TERjfs '^ND  SOURCES  Of  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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DORCHESTER  COUNTY   (CRAPO  -  SOUTH  DORCHESTER   SR  JR) 


TABLE  4, .  SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT   SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


OORCHLSTtK  COUNTY 
StHOOc  ^YbTtM 


Skill  arcas 


VOCAnULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 

LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


UlFFrn-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  lIvERAGE     MARY-  DTFFER- 


LI.CE 


GE 


LANU 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


CKAPO 


90.7 
96.7 


3.00 


2,9^ 
>M,83 


4  ^06 
4.10 


2,63 
U,71 


2.97 
4,89 


-.34 
-.1ft 


3.08 
5.76 


3.36 
T>.13 


-.2B 
♦  .63 


2.65 
U.99 


3.07 
5.12 


-.*»2 
-.13 


EAST  NEJH  market 

HOOPEKS  ISLAND 

HURLOCK 
HURLOCK . 
PtACH  BLOSSOM 


93,7 
94,8 


3.79 
b.6B 


3.06 
M,3M 


2,0M 
M.15 


2,97 
»»,52 


3, IB 
^.66 


♦  ,31 

♦  .0^ 


♦1.75  • 
♦1.29  ♦ 


4,01 

♦  ,t»5 


♦  .66  • 
♦1,02  • 


3,61 
U,80 


3,93 
5,35 


3,22 
U,73 


3,69 
5,33 


3,11 
U,M2 


2.0M 
U.23 


3.01 
U.59 


3.18 
U.73 


♦  .bO 

♦  .38 


♦1.89  • 
♦1.1?  • 


♦  .21 

♦  .IM 


♦  .51 

♦  .60 


U.29 
U.93 


M  .  10 
6*16 


3,7U 
5,35 


U.30 
6.13 


3.50 
4,67 


2. MM 
M,M9 


3. MO 
M,aM 


3*56 
M,97 


♦  ,79  • 
t,26 


♦1,66  • 
♦1.67  • 


♦  .3M 
^,51 


3.M6 
M,71 


3.6M 
5,16 


3.U 


♦  .7M  * 
♦1.16  • 


3,19 
M,68 


2,27 
M,51 


3,10 
M,0M 


3,25 
i»,97 


♦.27 
♦  ',03 


4 1,37  • 
♦.65  ♦ 


♦.12 


♦  .30 

♦  ,2B 


SANDY  HILL 


93,1 
9*»,9 


3.M5 
M,80 


3,09 
M,67 


4  ,36 
.^.13 


3,65 
M,n8 


3.1M 
M.73 


♦  .bl 

♦  .15 


M,26 
5.33 


3.5^v 
M,98 


♦  ,7M  • 

♦  .35 


3^2 
..^,20 


3.21 
U,9« 


♦.Ml 
♦  .22 


ST  CLAIR 


VIENNA 


93.6 
92.9 


92.7 
89.7 


3.1M 
M  .M9 

3.19 
s  .90 


-3.12 
M.MV 


3.06 
M.^1 


♦  .  00 


4.13 

♦  .69 


3.33 
M.77 


3.27 
M.6u 


3.17 
M.56 


3.11 
»*.29 


♦  .16 

♦  .21 


♦  .16- 

♦  .37 


M.25 
5.13 


M.UO 
M.'52 


3.56 
M.Ol 


3.50 

t;.5»i 


♦  .69  • 

♦  .32 


♦  .90  • 

♦  .ia 


3.50 
5,0M 


3.30 
M,66 


3,2U 
M,B2 


3,19 
M,56 


♦  .26 

♦  .22 


♦.11 
♦.10 


CAMBRIDGE  JK  HIGH 
MACES  LANE  SK  JR 
NORTH  DOKCHESTER  HI 


98.  B 


96.8 


95.6 
93. 5f 


7.6M 
6.16 


6,17 
7.25 


8.13 
6.39 


6.26 
7.52 


.23 


-.09 
-.27 


7.78 


6.32 
7. MO 


6. MM 


6.32 
7.M5 


.29 


4  .00 
-.05 


7.61 
6. MM 


6.M3 
7.30 


8.15 
6.56 


6.M5 
7.62 


-.12 


-.02 
-.32 


7.87 


6.MU 


6.60 
7.59 


8.2U 
6.68 


6.55 
7,67 


-.37 
-.2*»  ' 


♦  ,05 
-,08 


SOUTH  DORCHESTER  HI 


98, M 
97,2 


5,95 
7,51 


6,56 
7,95 


-,6I 
-.MM 


6,3M 
7,92 


6.60 
7.88 


-.2ft 
♦  .  OM 


7,00 
7. MM 


6.71 
7,99 


♦  .29 
-,55 


6.M9 
7,97 


6,8t» 
8,07 


-.35 
-.10 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3i  PAGES  7A-75,   FOR  DEFINITION  Of^  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (•)   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERLC 


^>  Q 


273 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

During  the  first  year  of  state  accountability,  1973-74, 
Frederick  county  used  a  random  sample  procedure  for  state  accounta 
MU?J  Jesting/  The  procedure  involved  f  1^=^;"^,^ . 
of  30  students  per  grade  level  per  school  in  the  third,  fifth, 
seventh    and  niSth  grades  directly  from  the  computer  listings  of 
cllsses.     in  the  second  year,  1974-75,  all  students  were  tested 
•in  Grades  3  and  5 ,  and  the  random  sample  procedure  was  main-  - 
Gained  in  Grades  7  and  9  because  of  economic  feasibility  and 
the  smallness  of  classes  in  the  elementary  schools. 

The  Frederick  County  system  objectives  and  goals  were  ^ 
established  in  direct  relationship  with  the  ^^^V^^^J^^^^^.f  ^^5^:33 
ment  of  Education  goals  in  reading,  writing,  ""^^^^^^^^^^/^^g 
local  goals  were  established  by  committees  "P^^^^"^^"^  teachers, 
school  administrators,  and  appropriate  .upervisoars- of  each  area 
?he  ta'sk  of  establishing  school  objective's  was  ^^^^Je 
thi  aid  of  a  County  Catalo^r  of  School  Obiectives.     Certain  of  the 
ihT^otivefe  were  identified  as  necessary  to  every  school.     From  the  re 
Sain?ng  objectives!  each  individual  school  could  choose  those  most 
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appropriate  to  individual  programs  and  add  additional  obientives 
that  were  not  covered  by  the  catalog.     Therefore,  every  school  had 
a  common  core  of  school  objeotives;   some  objectives  were  chosen 
for  emphasis  in  a  particular  year;   and  some  were  unique  to  the 
oarticular  F^rhool  community.     Frederick  County  is  in  the  process 
of  establishing  a  criterion-referenced  testing  system  that  will 
^elp  measure  progress  toward  these  objectives.     A  similar  service 
for  other  obiectiv.:.s  in  the  courrt^  catalog  will  also  be  offered. 
This  should  ease  some  of  the  aarscc^c^iueni.  task,   although  most 
assessment,  still  remains  a  fi^nction  of  professional  judgement 
and  cer tiMcation. 


B.  Local  Assessment  Activi-t;ies 

Many  local  Boards  of  Education  in  Maryland  had  policy 
statements  and  were  implementing  various  forms  of  educational 
accountability  before  the  passage  of  the  State  Educational  Accounts 
ability  Law.     The  school  systems  that  were  most  advanced  in  this 
process  had  to  change  or  modify  their  procedure  more  drastically 
than  those  systems  that  had  no  formal  accountability. 

Educational  accountability  in  the  Frederick  County  schools 
involves  the  following: 

•  Maximum  Standards  —  our  goals,  aspirations ideals , 
and  hopes  for  children  and  education; 

•  Optimum  Standards  —  our  realistic  objectives, 
expectations,  wants,  and  desires'"  :for  children  and 
education ;  and  ' 

•  Minimum  Standards  —  our  barest  certification, 
tolerances,  acceptances,   and  justifications  for 

.    ,      V,  children  and  education. 

As  a  result  of  a  Minimum  Standards  Resolution  passed  by 
the  Board  of  Education  of  Frederick  County  on  September  8,  1971,  a 
set  of  measurable  minimum  standards  were  established  in  the  following 
areas: 

Basic  learning  skills    (including,   but  not  limited  to, 
reading,  writing,  ar4,tT™€  tic ,   listenina,   and  problem 
solving  ;v  ^  /  , 

Occupati<:)nal  skills    (each  graduate  to  have  a  salable 
proficiency  in  a  vocational  skill,   including pr^- 
•'rollegiate  preparation)  ;  and 

Cultural  and  environmental  understandings  (including 
'but  not  limited  to -science,  ecology,  heal±h  and 
safei^ty,   physical  fitness,  music,   art,  dr^a  and 
dance,   and  socialization) . 
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.  Fredeorick  County  currently  utilizes  a  process  that  measures 
these  learnings  for  all  students.     In  order  to  measure  these  minimum 
standards  and  the.  optimum  standards  in  certain  areas,  all  major  tests 

•were  reviewed  with  particular  attention  to  the  relationship  between 
the  test  and  the  stated  Frederick  County  school  objectives  and  cur- 

^"riculum.     It  was  determined  that  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests 
best  fit  Frederick  County's  school  system.     A  professional  staff 
was  employed,  computer  systems  were  developed,  and  massive  in- 
service  training  was  begun  in  the  county  schools  so  that  this 
part  of  the  accountability  system  could  be  implemented. 

Whereas  minimum  standards  were  conceptualized  as  a  minimuir 
expectation  for  individual  'students  and  a  minimum  prdmise  of  the 
school  system  to  each  student,  optimum  standards  were  conceptualized 
as  standards  for  groups  of  students  to  measure  the  effect  of  school 
^-curriculum  on  gtud^nts.     For  this  evaluation  tdsk;  criterion- 
referenced  testing,  along  with  teacher  checklists  and  professional 
certification,  was  used  as  part  of  the  evaluation  system  for  ^ 
accountability. 

The  maximum  standards  of  goals  and  aspirations  for  stu- 
dents are  generally  stated  in  Frederick  County ' s» philosophy .  They 
are  not  directly  measurable.     It  is  assumed  that  movement  toward 
these  objectives  means  movement  toward  goals  set  by  Frederick  County. 

<. 

C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  ^Results 

The  state  testing  program  would  have  completely  upset 
the  entire  lodal  accountability  system  30,  after  negotiation  with 
the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education/  Frederick  County  was 
allowed  to  use  random  samp^linc  as  a  nrocedu^f=^  'for  testing.  While 
retaining  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests  for  local  accounta- 
b/Llity,   30  students  per  grade  per  school  in  Grades  7  and  9  were 
^/randomly  sampled  using  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills,  and  all. 
students  in  Grades  3  and  5  were  tested.     Most  of  the  other  Maryland 
school  systems  have  had  the  opportunity  over  the  years  to  adjust 
their  curriculum  to  the  objectives  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basijc  Skills. 
The  use  of  unadjusted  socio-ecorlomic  information  nearly  six  lyears 
old  may  be  more  accuratp  for  sysi-pms  that  have  3  lower,  giow^h  r<  te 
than  Frederick  County.     The  use  of  a  nonverbal  I.Q.   score  to 
predict  academic  achievement  may  change  traditional  notions  of 
academic  achievement,  and  a  verbal  I.Q.  score  for  such  predictions 
has  traditionally  been  used.  ^   Important  variables,   such  as  percen- • 
tage  qf  grade  retention  of  students,  were  not  considered  as  part 
of  the  regression  analysis  of  test  results.  ,  These  are  just  some 
of  the  testing  problems  that  need  to  be  considered  in  analysis  of 
the  tel^t  data  presented  in  the  state  accountability  report. 

D.  Program  Modif  icatioiL  AQj^T^ties 


All  leyels  of  the  Fre^ifirick  tdunty  school  system  have 
carefully  considered  the  results  trhsi^he  state  accountability 
testing,  and  steps  are  being  taken  to  overcome  the  discrepancies. 


MO  1 

X. 


Tn  some  cases  it  was  easy  to^determ^e  the  probable  cause  of  dis- 
crepancies, but  other  cases,  where  the  information  was  not  verifi- 
able by  any  other  available  data,  are  still  being  studied.     It  is 
hoped  that  those  who  read  and'  use  this  report  will  consider  it  as 
the  establishment  of  baseline  information  or  a  status  report 
rather  than  as  an  accurate  comparative  evaluation  of  the  schools 
in  Maryland. 

In  the  state  accountability  report,  the  schools  that 
scored  one  and  two  standard  deviations  above  or  below  the  mean  of 
the  difference  disjl^ribution  resulting  .from  the  regression  process 
were  identified,  ^Assistant  Superintendent  for  Instruction 

requested  each  school'^that  trended  or  was  significantly  lower 
than  the  expectancy,  as  indicated  by  the  regression,  to  identify 
the  problem  'and,  with  the  help-  of  the  faculty,  develop  a  plan  to 
overcome  it.     Those  schools  that  scored  significantly  above  were 
also  asked  to  prepare  a  report  indicating  why  they  felt  that  their 
schools  scored^  above  the  norm,  and  what  plans  they  had  to  continue 
the  trend.     In  January  of  1975,  the  Countywide  Inservice  Day  was 
totally  dedicated  to  the  development  of  these  reports,  and  schools 
in  the  above  categories  were  asked  to  study  the  results  and  the 
implication  of  the  results  on  the  curriculum  of  their  school. 
The  assistant  superintendent  received  a  verbal  and  written  plan 
from  each  school  as  a  result  of  these  meetings. 

This  process  represents,  perhaps,  the  most  intensive 
examination  ot  test  results  and  thexr  implication  that  has  occurred 
in  Frederick  County.     The  effect  of  this  process  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  successive  year ' s^accountability  results,  and  the 
process  will  be  continued  in  some  form  for  the  next  several  years. 


E •  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Progrcuns  and  Services 

Perhaps  the  most  glaring  need  for  additional  resources, 
as  indicated  by  the  state . accountability  testing,  is  the  area  ot 
language  arts,  especially  at  the  secondary  level.     There  appears  to 
bet  an  obvious  need  for  students  to  continue  in  their  efforts  to 
obtain  a  minimum  level  of  proficiency  in  reading.  Although 
Frederick  County  has  a  large  and  systemwide  secondary  reading  pro- 
gram,  it  does  not,   in  most  cases,  meet  the  identified  needs  in 
•individual  schools.     Teaching  reading  as  a  legitimate  function  in 
middle  ^d  secondary  schools  must  be  established  and  given  the 
financial  support  necessary  to  overcome  what  has  been  identified 
in  most  programs  as  a  severe  need. 
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Another  major  need  is  for  the  provision  of  time  and  money 
that  is  necessary  to  establish  staff  development  and  inaervice 
programs  that  can  both  train  and  orient  professional  s|:af  f to  utili- 
zation of  testing,  evaluation,  and  assessment  results.  Fsignificant 
amounts  of  money  are  spent  on  developing  and  administe-ring  testing 
and  evaluation  programs,  but  the  linkage  between  the  Results  of 
these  testing  programs  and  application  and  modification  at  the 
individual  school  or  student  level  seems  to  occur  rarely.  Assess- 
ment and  evaluation  systems  are  ineffectual  if  they  do  not  provide* 
a  springboard  for -change  and  modification  of  both  school  curricu- 
lum and  individual  student  programs.  ^ 

F .  General  Comments 

The  following  is  a  presentation  of  some  data  f  roia  % 
Frederick  County's  accountability  system.    'It  presents  quite  a 
different  picture  of  the  schools  and  the  school  system,  and  cannot 
be  directly  related  to  state  accountability  testing  because  of 
differences  in' the  test  format,  procedure,  and  reporting  format. 
The  purpose,  whicli  is  accountability,  is  the  only  thing  they  have 
in  common.     Action  based  on  the  two  sets  of  data  would  be  quite 
different . 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY 
GRADE  U  METROPOLITAN  ACHIEVEMENT  TEST  ELEMENTARY  SPRING  1975 
Raw  Scores  and  Stanine  Scores  for  the  Average  Student:     School  by  School 

NATIONAL  NORMS 


SAME 

AnnroTC 

I  Total 

Total 

Knov7  • 

S  tanine 

Keading 

Stanine 

1  Reading 

Stanine 

j  Math 

Stanine 

County 

1701 

c 
J 

/.b 

6 

1  59 

6 

1  75 

6 

Bri^nswicK 

80 

D 

LD 

c 
D 

1 

6 

71 

6 

Carroll  Mannr 

D 

11 

6 

61 

6 

81 

7 

East  Frederl rk 

X  X  £, 

9  *^ 

c 
J 

Ix. 

5 

1  66 

5 

57 

5 

Elm  Street 

191 

J.  ^  J. 

9  fl 
z  o 

c 

J 

1 1 

21 

5 

50 

5 

62 

5 

Ernml  t  sburg 

i  ^8 

9  R 

c 
J 

11 

5 

1 

5 

69 

Lewis town 

i  66 

J  J- 

(i 
D 

6 

62 

6 

68 

1  \  

Liber  t  vtoum 

'  7Q 

^  

9  Q 

c 

J 

26 

6 

53 

5 

69 

6 

Mldd le  town 

J  M 

D 

6 

59 

6 

70 

6 

yiyer  sville 

1  55 

J>  / 

D 

7 

,_68  

6 

86 

Mew  M/i  IT  k  p  ^ 

Q 

c 

J 

28 

6 

1  62 

6 

82 

New  Midway 

20 

36 

6 

30 

7 

\  67 

^  1 

U  { 

fl9 

7 

North  Frederick 

1  86 

37 

6 

29 

6 

66 

6  1 

87 

7 

Parkway 

1  66 

36 

6 

29 

6 

66  ^ 

6  1 

86 

Sabillasvllle 

25 

31 

5  j 

26 

6 

57 

6 

79 

6 

South  Frederick 

1    121  'J 

26 

5 

20 

5 

65 

5 

58 

'  5 

Thurmont 

166 

36 

6 

28 

6 

65 

6 

80 

7 

Urbana 

!  56 

31 

5 

26 

6 

55 

5 

78 

6 

Valley 

'  76 

36 

6 

27 

^  6 

66 

6 

73 

6  - 

Walkersville 

69 

37 

 6  1 

29 

6 

66 

6 

79 

6 

Waverley 

93 

38 

6  ( 

30 

7 

68 

6 

86 

7 

Wolfsville  1 

'  62 

33 

5  j 

26 

6 

59 

 6  1 

76  1 

6 

Woodsboro 

28 

5 

22 

5 

51 

5  1 

68  ; 

6 

Yellow  Springs  | 

71  1 

37 

6 

30 

.  7 

I  68 

1 

7 

FREDERICK  COUNTY 
GRADE  8  METROPOLITAN  ACHIEVEMENT  TEST  ADVANCED  SPRING  19  75 
Raw  Scores  and  Stanine  Scores  for  the  Average  Student;     School  by  Sc1io<?] 

NATIONAL  NORMS 


Approx. 

Word 

Total 

Total 

NAME 

Number 

Know. 

S  tannine 

Reading 

Stanine 

Reading 

Stanine 

Math 

Stanine 

County 

1700 

30 

5 

26 

5 

56 

'  5 

'  66 

5 

Brunswick 

182 

28 

6 

25 

5 

56 

5 

61 

6 

Emmitsburg 

69 

35 

5 

25 

5 

61 

5 

66 

5 

Gov.  Thos.  John. 

663 

30 

5 

26 

5 

56 

5 

68 

5 

Linganore 

196 

32 

5 

27 

5 

59 

5 

69 

5 

Middletown 

178 

32 

5 

28 

5 

61 

5 

71 

5 

Thurmont 

159 

30 

5 

27 

5 

58 

5 

69 

5 

Walkersville 

159 

31 

5 

26 

5 

•  57 

5 

69 

5 

West'  Frederick 

350 

28 

26 

6 

52 

6 

62 

6 

"  p  1 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY 
GRADE  1  METROPOLITAN  ACHIEVEMEUT ^TEST  PRIMARY  1  SPRING  1975 
Raw  Scores  and  Stanine  Scores  for  the  Average  Student:    School  by  School 

NATIONAL  NORMS 


SAME 

Approx. 
Number 

Word 
Know. 

Stanine 

Reading 

Stanine 

Total 
Reading 

Stanine 

Total 
Math 

j 

Stanine  \ 

County 

1405 

25 

5 

24 

6  - 

50 

6 

42 

5  ! 

Brunswick 

88 

23  ^ 

5 

23 

6 

A7 

6 

38 

— i — 1 

Carroll  Manor 

43 

19 

4 

18 

5 

52 

6 

31 

4  » 

East  Frederick 

61 

20 

4 

20  " 

5 

AO 

5 

36 

5  { 

Zlm  Street 

71 

19 

4 

18 

5 

38 

5 

39 

5 

 1- — 

Einmitsburg 

35 

23 

5 

19' 

5 

A3 

5 

40 

5  5 

Green  Valley 

123 

25 

5 

23 

6 

A9 

6 

41 

5  1 

Lewis town 

75 

28 

6, 

29 

7 

58 

6 

45 

6 

Libertytown 

81 

21 

5 

21 

6 

A3  ' 

5 

41 

5 

Middle town 

82 

27 

6 

28 

7 

56 

6 

50 

7 

MyersvilJLe 

38 

27 

6 

27 

55 

6  • 

47 

6  \ 

Sew  Market  / 

71 

21 

5 

21 

5 

A2 

5 

"  40 

5 



}?ew  Midway 

29, 

20 

4 

17 

37 

5  . 

34 

North  Frederick 

100 

25 

'  5 

25 

6 

51 

6 

•.  A3 

6 

Parkway 

32 

O  *7 

6 

29 

7 

6 

— 5  

A6 

6 

Sabillasvllle 

27 

11 

5 

23 

6 

46 

5 

38 

5 

South  Frederick 

.  78 

ly 

5 

22 

6 

45 

5 

33 

4 

Thurmont 

103 

11 

6 

30 

7 

57 

6 

A  5' 

Urbana 

59 

25 

5 

26 

6  . 

51 

6  ^ 

•  39 

5 

Valley 

64 

26 

5 

24 

6 

50' 

6 

A2 

5  ; 

Valkersville 

76 

25 

5 

24 

6 

50  - 

6  ' 

A3 

5 

Waver ley 

81 

27 

6 

28 

7 

56 

6 

A5 

6 

Wolf sville 

"20 

21 

5 

17 

5 

38 

5 

39 

5 

Voodsboro 

35 

21 

5 

19 

5 

41 

5  . 

33 

4 

Yellow  Springs 



1  27 

6       1  24 

6 

51 

6 

1  f  1 

A7 

6 
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TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  — 


FREDERICK  COUNTY 
COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROF  I L 


A.     tpf^ML^NlTY  (jHtRtpTERISTlCS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

<3) 

,  PERCW 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

91»176 

9.5 

(4) 

» EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 

(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

11.2 

(A) 

TOTAL* 

SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

22.005 

S1.1..525 

$20,097 

9.1 

14.9 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  AlOVe 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RAT  10 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

^  25.91 

19.5 

94.  IX 

CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOQl-  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

115) 

per  pupil 
-  Expenditures 

FOR  instruction 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$973.18 

$724.76 

74.51 

$29.45 

(XI) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 
 4  —  ^ 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3. OX 

S5.40 

0.6X 

♦  SEe  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  60-65.' FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  PATA 
fRQVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE   GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


«  set  CNA^TEK  3.  ^AGES  **-67.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 


►  1 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY 


TABLE   2.      SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY    IN  AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


♦  SEC  CHAPTen  J.  MCES  61-69.  FOR  DEFlNIT-iON  OF  TE.IMS  AND 


SOURCES  OF  D*T*  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY 

St 

TABLE  2.A.     SYSTEM  LEM^  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR^I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

^EAR  II  (1974-1975),  DA'tA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVER;^GE  GTRAtE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES*  ' 


GRADE 

•SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  197* 

SCHOOL  YEAK 
1974  -  1975 

•    NONVERBAL  ' 
ABILITY 

3 

100.0 

102.9    '  ' 

5 

100.5,  . 

102.') 

7 

100.2 

101.2 

9 

99.8 

102.2 

,  3.3') 

3.63 

VOCABULARY 

5 

5.32 

'  7 

6.80 

•  7.17 

9 

8.10 

8.52 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

V 

3 

3.15 

3.67  . 

5 

5.11  ' 

,  5.39 

7 

6.92 

7.02 

9 

"  8.38 

8,66 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

3.71 

t.Z6 

5 

5.17 

5.78 

7 

6.76 

7,17 

9 

7.90 

8.')2 

IBS 

IWTHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.1') 

3.77 

•  5 

5.')') 

5.76 

7 

7.^ 

7.35 

9 

8.38 

8.69 

♦     SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  70-71.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE* 

IT.  SJ10ULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND' YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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FREDERICK  COUNTY   (BRUNSWICK  -  VALLEY),  . 

TABLE  -3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  --  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROflL^* 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN  . 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
,0R  ABOVE 
(91 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO*. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUC  A  - 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 

( 11  y 

MEDIAN 
F AM  1 LY 
INC U ME 
(i) 

\  iiC  1 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

BRUNSWICK 

K-5 

525 

21.8 

94.7 

23.1 

1.0 

8.2 

5.0 

9.1 

7.9 

10.  8 

8462 

*    CARROLL  MANOR 

K-6 

336 

18.5 

94.9 

17.2 

1.0 

7.3 

5.0 

18.1 

9.4 

\ 

8574 

EAST  FREDERICK 

K-6 

518 

>9.0 

94.8 

26.2 

1.0 

8.4 

22.5 

24.6 

15.5 

11 . 2 

9581 

f 

ELM  STREET 

K-6 

560 

18.6 

95.2 

28.1 

2.0 

U.7 

27.7 

26.6 

22.9 

11.  5 

9842 

GRE^N  VALLEY 

K-6 

809 

23.4 

94.6 

32.5 

2.0 

4  6 

6.0 

20.3 

>0.4 

11.0  ' 

9240 

LEWISTOWN     •  K-6 

^63  * 

21.2 

95.7 

20.8 

1.0 

7.8 

11. a 

17.4 

7.2 

10.8 

9178 

LIBERTY 

K-6 

510 

21.3 

95.3 

21.9 

2.0 

9.2 

14.3 

16.7 

7.1 

10.7 

8982 

HIDDLEXqWN 

V 

K-6 

66A 

23.0 

96.5 

27.9 

1.0 

7.5 

25.6 

42.9 

2.4 

12.1 

llf209 

HYERSVILLE 

K-6 

351 

22.2 

96.6 

14.  B 

1.0 

11 . 5 

20.  5 

23.4 
20.2 

7.7 

11. 1 

8877 

NEW  MARKET 

f 

K-6 

950 

20.6 

^5.2 

24.7 

2.0 

9.8 

4 

10.3 

101 0 

11.  3 

8889 

NEW  MIDWAY 

K-6 

177 

17.  5 

96.0 

9.l' 

1.0 

11.  1  ' 

10.0  ' 

27.7 

7.7 

10.0 

9044 

NORTH  FREDERICK 

K-6 

21.5 

95.8 

27.0 

2.0 

11.0 

25.5 

24.1 

2.6 

11.5 

9653 

PARKWAY 

K-6 

L 

19.7 

95.2 

16.2 

1.0 

11.  3 

12.0 

20. a 

6.7 

11.5 

9842  < 

SABILLASVILLE^' 

1A2 

17,  3 

96.7 

7.2 

1.0 

10.9' 

10.0 

15.9 

10.6 

10.1 

8150 

\oUTH  FREDERICK 

( 

K-6 

504 

18.8 

95.2 

28.1 

3.0 

7.4 

15.1 

19.3 

20.6 

11.  3 

9660 

THURMONT 

K*A 

587 

22.9 

95.7 

23.6 

?.0  11.4 

27.3 

25^*4 

'  8.8 

10.  3 

9396 

URBANA 

K-6  ' 

422 

20.7 

95.0 

19*4 

1.0 

7.0 

13.0 

15;.  7 

8.3 

11.9 

10,901  / 

^VALLEY 

K-6 

483 

18.1 

96.0 

24.7 

2.0 

7.1 

17.9 

30.0 

5.1 

9.7 

881/ 

/ 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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FREDERIQK  COUNTY   (BRUNSWICK  -  VALLEY) 


TABLE  4. 


FKEOEHICK  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  STSItM 

/ 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOX  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL.  AREA,   COMPARED  ^ITH  MARYLAND  BJORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 


AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE.;$CORE S=t= 


VOCAOULARY 


skiLl  APEAS 
nCADiNG  COMPREHENSION  I 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


language:  TOTAL 

GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-    "'piFFrp-  AVERAGE     MaRy-       UlFPFfj-  AVtPAtJE,    MARY-       OIFFtR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  OtFFER- 
LAWn         Er  CE  '  LA^^P         EnCE    '  '    LANO         ENCE  LAN0»  F.r'CE 


SAS 


GE 


GE 


NOt'M 


1 


NOHM 


GE 


NORM 


BRUNShICK 


3\  103,7 
b  10U,7 


3.69 
b.20 


3,77 
5.5M  t 


3,6y 

5,31 


3.  as 

*i .  56 


.16 
.^5 


6.  SO 


M.23 

5. no 


♦  .16 

♦  .70 


3.A6 


3.63 
5.76 


♦  .03 

♦  .08 


CARROLL  MANOR 


EAST  FREDERICK 


3  103.0 
5  ^105. 9 


ELM 


STREET 


«REEN  VALLEY 


LLwiSTOWN 


4.B1  •  3.70 
♦.15  5.b3 


3.17 
t*.7M 


3.29 
<*^69 

3.^2 
5.61 


:^.95 

S.  17 


3.U0 
5.66 


3. MM 
M".09 


3.32 
M.bl 


3.95 
5.62 


3.66 
5.29 


-.OS  '  U.tt3 
-.13  1  5.f2 


.27 
.1*1 


3.qf3 

u.a2 


3.66 


,  Ifl    1,  M.A6 


-.13 
-.01 


♦  .09 
-.12 


tt.SM 
5.9M 


*t.37 
5.77 


Mae 

5.90 


3.63 
5.13 


3.70 
M.79' 


M.33 
b.66 


M.2M 
5.53 


♦  .25 
-.16 


♦  .10 
-.31 


-.02 
♦  .II 


♦  .21 

♦  .06 


♦  .13 

♦  .2tt 


M  .  12 
6.05 


3.t»0 
5.05 


3.M6 
5.13 


M.13 
5.6U 


3.63 
5.73 


3.79 
5.65 


3. MB 
5.12 


3.37 
M.76 


3.91 
5,62 


3.6t» 
5,50 


♦  .33 

-♦.20 


-.08 
-.07 


♦  ,09 

♦  .37 


♦  .22 
-.16 


-.01 
♦.23 


LIBERTY 


3  fi6.6 

5  100,7 


3.21 
M.78 


,5.18 


♦  .MO 
-.MO 


3.26 


2.0fi 
5.22 


♦  .*»1 
-.MO 


3.7M 
5.13 


3.2M 
5.M6 


♦  <50 
-.33 


3.23 
5.13 


2.96 
5. Mm 


♦  .27 
-.31 


HXDULEj((wN 


3  101.8 
5  106.0 


3.36 
5.62' 


3.6*1 
5.72 


-.?9 
-.10 


3.M9 


3.72 
5.7M 


-.23 
-.19 


3.86 
5.77 


M.  10 
5.97 


•.2M 
-.20 


3.52 
5.80 


3.72 
5.93 


-.20 
-.  13 


»)YERSVILLE 

V 


3  106.7 
5  98.8 


M.86 
6.05 


3.97 
5.01 


♦.89  •  U.31 
♦  l.OM   •  f>.68 


M.05 
5.06 


♦  .26 

♦  .6? 


5.13 
6.  ^3 


M  .M3 
5.30 


♦  .70  •  M.S^L  M.OO 
♦  1.03  ♦     6.18^\  5.29 


♦  .  57  • 

♦  .69  • 


NtVr  MARKLT 


3  lOM.i^ 
5     103. M 


3.53 
b.20 


3.82 
!).M2 


-.29 
-.  IM 


3.6»3 
5. MO 


3.89 
5.M5 


.26 
.OS 


M  .09 
S«63 


M.27 
5.69 


-.  16 
-.06 


3.91 
5.87 


3.67 
5.66 


♦  .  0<» 
♦.2Ji 


NLU  MIDWAY 


3  103.2 
5  99.0 


3,8M 
<*w31 


3.7M 
5.10 


♦.in  M.31 
-.79  ♦  M.76 


3.81 
5.15 


4  .50 
-.39 


5.15 
M.96 


M  .19 
5.39 


♦  .96  •  ((4.67 
-.Ml  M.79 


^.60 
5.37 


♦  .87  • 
-,56 


NORTH  FREDERICK 


3  105. M 
5  102.8 


3.69 
b.35 


3.88 
5.37 


-.  19 
-.02 


3.81 
S.Mfa 


3.96 
5. MO 


-.IS 
♦  .06 


M.69 
5.9M, 


M.3M 
b.6M 


♦  .35 

♦  .30 


3.8i 
6^13 


3.92 
5.61 


-.11 
♦  .52 


PARKWAY 


3  l{3y,(> 
5  IDM.O 


3.73 
5.95 


M.02* 
5.M7 


.-.29 
♦  .Mfl 


3.90 
5.01 


M.  1 1 
b.bO 


-.13 
♦  .31 


M  .  3M 
6.  16 


M.M9 
5'.7M 


M  .  IM 
6.19 


M.05 
5.70 


♦  .09 

♦  .M9 


SAOlLLASVj^LLE 
'SOUTH  FREOLRICK 


97,7  2.82 


96.9 
9M.7 


3.09 

M.oa 


3.39 


3.M6 
M.65 


.57 


-.37 
-.63 


2.80 


3.15 
M.29 


3.52 
M.72 


.56  •  3.33 


.37 
.(|3 


3.59 
M.76 


3.03 


3.91 
M.96 


-.82 
-.20 


3.10 
M.65 


3, Mfl 


3.55 
*M,96 


-.62  • 


-.H5 
-.31 


.TIHJRMONT 

uroana 

VALLEY 


3     105. M 


3  107.5 
5  96.0 


5  lUl.Q 


3.67 


3.61 
M.92 


3.63 
b.3n 


3.06 


-.21 


02  ,  -.2^1 
,77    (  ♦/15 


3.^3 
5.?1 


♦  .10 

♦  .17 


3.76 

3.05 
5.  02 

3.'^8 
'•.,37 


M.  10 
M,83 


-.20 


-.2S 
♦  .19 


3.59  I  -.11 
5.2*"i  ♦.I? 


M.M6 


M.76 
5. MM 


M.05 
5./t2 

/ 


M^3M 


M.MO 
5.  07 


3.98 
5r»»9 


♦  .i2 


♦  .30 

♦  .37 


♦  .07 

♦  .33 


M.OM 


M.07 
5.30 


J.M3 
6.53 


3,92 


M.05 
5.07 


3.61 
5.<t6 


«  SE£  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  7^1-75.  F0«  DEFINITIDN  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATIDN  OF  ASTERISK  (/)  ACCDM/anYINC  "Dlf  TRENCE'*  SCDRESi  AND 
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♦  .12 


♦.02 
♦.23 


-.16 
♦  .07 


FREDERICK  COUNTY   ( WALKERS V I LLE  -  WEST  FREDERICK  JR) 


TABLE  3.      SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


- 

9 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADC 
ORG  AN  I  ■ 
ZATION 
C3.) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROL  L - 

MENT 

(2  ) 

PUP  11 / 

STAFF 

RATIO 

p— (  1 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTCN- 
DANCE 

(A) 

TOTAL 

'$ 
NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCCNT 

STAFF 
MASTER  •  S 

DEGREE 
OR  AUOVt 
(9» 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDt AN 
EDUCA-  • 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
iNCOMb 
(  I  ) 
(12) 

TE ACnf  R 
(5) 

ADHIN. 
(6) 

TEaChER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

WALKERSVILLE 

K-5 

A73  ' 

16.2 

96.0 

27.7 

1.5 

6.7 

18.0 

23. > 

7.7 

11.3 

10,639 

WAVERLY 

K-6 

6^2  , 

20.8 

97.1 

28.8  « 

2.0 

6.1 

14.7 

18.8 

2.6 

12.2 

II1O6I 

WOLFSVILLE 

K-6 

229 

19.7  ''97.6 

10.6 

1.0 

14.8 

10.0 

23.3 

:  1.6  ^ 

9.8 

1650 

WOODSBORO 

K-6 

260 

19.8 

V 

97.6 

12.1 

1.0 

10.6  . 

5.0 

25.9 

10.6 

9.5 

6906 

YELLOW  SPRINGS 

K-6 

45is 

21.6 

95.7 

20.1 

1.0 

8.2 

24.0 

14.7 

.  3-2 

12.1 

10t505 

BRUNSWICK  JUNIOR  SR 

.  6-12 

1*07^ 

18.6 

92.3 

55.6 

2.0 

<0.0 

10.0 

23.4 

7.0 

10 .  6 

6552 

\ 

EMMITSBURG 

K-6 

A25 

19.8  . 

95.7 

19.5 

2.0 

6.9 

7.5  • 

12.5 

9.7  ' 

10.  T 

6535 

THURMONT  MIDDLE 

5-8 

699 

20.9 

95.8 

32.4 

1.0 

10.0 

10.0 

39.5 

9.4 

10.3 

9061 

WALKERSVILLE  HIGH 

6-12 

900 

21.7 

93.7 

40.3 

1.5 

9.9 

6.7 

34.0 

10.2 

;lo.7 

9983 

CATOCTIN 

9—12 

961 

19.9 

92.4 

46 . 1 

2.6 

10.4 

19.3 

38.8 

10.4 

f914 

GOV  THOMAS  JOHNSON  JR  SR 

7-12 

2.5A1 

•> 

19.5 

93.0 

126.0 

4.0 

9.1 

15.  3 

34.2 

6.4 

11.6 

10 » 015 

LINGANORE  SR  JR 

7-12 

11289 

19.7 

91.5 

62.5 

3.0 

8.0 

20.1 

30.5 

9.9 

11.0 

9006 

MIDDLETOWN  Jli  SR 

7-12 

lil6^ 

20.6 

94.3 

54.5 

2.0 

11.0 

12.3 

39.8 

4.1 

11.5 

lOf 116 

WEST  FREDERICK  JR 

7-9 

ltl53 

15.6 

91.1 

t 

69.5 

3.5 

7,3 

13.1 

22.7 

1^4.0 

11.4  ' 

9476 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   ^AGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERIC 


r.  o 

290 


FREDERICK  COUNTY   ( WALKERSVI LLE  -  WEST  FREDERICK  JRl 


TAT^IF  4,     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —'seMOQL  AVERAGE  -GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES'.  BY 
TABLE  4..     bLhU^  ^^^^^   COMPARED  WJTH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED'^ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*      ^  .;  .   .         •  * 


rntUCKlCK  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYbUM 


SC{}0OL  NAHt 


walkCR^villc 

WOLFSVlLLt 
WOODSuORO 
YtLLOn  SPMINGb 

'bhunSh'kk.  jh  sr 

tmui\munt  middle 
walkersvi  lie.  high 

#.  j^^TOCllN 

60V  TMOMAb  'JOHNSON 


SKILL   ARf  AS  •  * 


VOCAOULARY 


MCAOIMG  CO*«M«  MfNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


mXYhchatical  total 


if 

AVI  MACE 

AVERAGE 

MARY- 

DIFFER- 

AVfRAGf: 

MARY-  . 

LAr,D  ' 

t^c^ 

LANU 

SAS 

GE 

NORM 

.\ 

GE 

NORM 

3 

107,0 

3.  70" 

3.09 

0 

-.29 

3.  OS 

M.07 

5 

100.9 

b.60 

1* 

•j.gr 

-.31 

5.60 

b.92 

3 

lon,^ 

H  .  2« 

M  .a7 

♦  .17 

Q  .  07  . 

M.15 

& 

li)7,3 

'  b.B7 

b^77 

♦  .10 

5.9a 

5.70 

3 

10?. 0 

3.13  • 

3.T2 

-.50 

3,3Cy 

4>.  79 

b 

9a. M 

5.b0 

M.96 

♦  .•i? 

S.7t) 

S*03 

3 

lU'J.'b 

3 . 8,9  . 

3,60 

♦  .0(. 

M.  13 

•3.91 

5 

101.3 

5.50 

&«23 

•  ♦.?7 

5.55 

b.27 

3 

U3.S 

t*^06 

-.:v6 

M  .20 

U.b2 

b 

. 110. H 

6.16 

0.0<* 

♦  .12 

6.20 

>  b.Oi» 

7 

J00.2 

6.66 

ft. 76 

-.10 

6.*>7 

9 

90.9 

0.39 

7.91' 

0.03 

7.05 

DIFFFR-  k>itUk^Z     MARY-       DIFFrR-  AVERAGE  HARY 


LnCE 


GE 


3  100.7 

6  102.0 

7  99. M 


5  lUt.b 
7  101.2 


7  103.1 
9  V03.5 


9  109.3 


7  97^M 
9  100.7 


3.21 
5.M6 

a. 50 


5.7M 
7.20 


7.10 
e.56 


S.ff2 


0.M2 


3. SB 


-.37 
♦  .11 


3.35 
5.71 


6.67^     ♦I. 03  •  6.6b 


LlNOANORt  b«  JR  HIGH  *7     1(J««.0  7.07 
9      99. of      ft. 20 


MlD0LLT0irt4  JR  SR 
WLST  FREbLRiCK  JR 


7  I'OM.S 
9  101.5 


7  101.1 
9  1U<(.6 


7.<»7 
a.  50 


0.<*2 
6*55 


S.53 
6.(^6 


7,07 

a. 00 


9.35 


6.  Mb 
0.3S 


7.17 
0.  10 


7.2? 


6.«5 
a. 01 


♦  .21 

♦  .MO 


♦  .09 
-.1? 


5.06 
7.3«» 


7.30 
0.07 


9.21 


-.03 
♦  .l^^ 


-.10 
«  .1? 


♦  .?b 
«.13 


.26 


6.G9 
a.  18 


7.25 
8. MM 


7,M5 
8,07 


7.07 
'0.02 


9.29 


6.50 
0.29 


7.16 

0.09 


7.21 

a.3fl 


.  1? 

.2(i 


-.08 
♦  .18 


-.««3 


♦  .22 

♦  .28 


-.2M 
♦  .  16 


♦  .19 


-.30 
♦  .33 
-.05 


♦  .31 

♦  .M6 


♦  .23 

♦  .0^ 


6.f>3  ^ 
8.66 


6.07 
0.7M 


.08 


♦  .39 
-.11 


♦  .  OQ 

♦  .35 


♦  .2m 

♦  .29. 


-.3<l 
-.00 


LAND 
NORM 


GC 


LAND 
^  NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


6.?6 

6^15 

4.11 

3.83 

6;i7 

M.02 
6.09 

-a9  • 

♦  .08 

N.no 

6.57 

11.53 
6.01 

♦.278  • 
♦  .^6 

M.2d 
6.  36 

M.09 
5.97 

♦.19 
•♦.39 

3.6^1 
S.72 

H.ir 

5.27 

-.bi  ' 

t  .Mb 

3.**7 
5.  ^6 

3.77  . 
5 . 26 

-.30 

4.69 
5.1^8 

M.29 
5.51 

♦  .MO 

♦  .  37 

M.'02 
5 .65 

3.88  • 
5 .  M9 

♦  •IM 

♦  ,  16 

M.  36 
6.33 

M.90 
6.27 

-.bM 
♦  .  06 

3.85 
6.37 

6.  £l 

-..56  ♦  • 
♦  .  *o 

6.09 
0.  13 

6.88 
7.96 

♦  .01 

♦  .  17 

7.08 
8.  77 

7.02 
8 .  Of| 

'  ♦,06 
♦   73  * 

M  .  ftS 
6.  36 
7.33 

M .  0  3 
5'.62  , 
6.81 

♦  .  02 

♦  .74  • 

♦  .5M 

^.  ?fl 
6.23 
7.38  . 

3.65 
5.59 
6.9m 

-.37  . 
♦  ,6H  • 

6.12 
7.*\0 

5.79 
0.98 

♦  .33  . 

♦  .6Q 

^.MO. 
7.98 

5.75 
7,13 

*,65  ♦ 
♦.8JJ  • 

7.13 
0.17 

7.16 
8.61 

-.03 
-.14 

0 

7.33 
8.69  ,  . 

7.M 
8.75 

'♦,01 
-,06 

9.05 

9.19 

-.  n 

8.90 

9.^8 

-,M8 

6.67 
0.20 

6.62 
8.33 

*.05 
»  -.13 

7.15 
. 8.67- 

•  6.7a  • 
8.M5 

♦  ,22 

7.U9 
A.  bM 

7.25 
G.17 

♦  .?M 
t.37 

7.26 
8.  73 

7.*»1 
8.27 

-,15 
♦  ,<I6 

7. ',9 

O.SO 

7.30 
8. Ml 

.29 
•  ♦.W 

7.b9 
8.51 

7.  MO 
8.53 

•  ♦.IS 
-.02 

6.r,M 

7.0b 

6.97 
8.72 

-.33 
.  -  .77 

7.06 
8.56 

7.12 
8.07 

•-,06 
-^31 

•  'see  chapter  3.  PAGES  7*-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERI SK   ...  ACCOMPANYING-        FFERfNCE"  SCORES.  AND 
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tOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.12'        Garrett  County 


■  I  ■ 

A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  , Program 

W  '  Implementation  of  the  Garrett  County  Accountability 

Assessment  Program  began  through  total  staff  involvement  of  princi- 
bals,  supervisors,  teachers,  and  aides  with  the  nature  and  nurture 
pf  assessment  and  accountability  as  related«*to  Garrett  County  - 
^schools  and  clientele  during  the  school  year  1973-74  .  S.ystem 
level  goals  in  reading,  writing,   and  mathematics  were  developed 
and  approved  by  the  Garrett  County  Board  of  Education  at  its  June 
1974  meeting.     Copies  of  thfese  goals  are  found  j.n  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program  Report,   1973-74  .     Each  principal  in  It  he 
Garrett  County  school  system  organized  his  faculty  and  developed 
school  objectives  related  to  each  of  the  goals  in  the  three  basic 
skills  areas.     Copies  of  the  goals  and  objectives  from  each 
school  were  sent  to  the  Assistant  Superintendent  of  Curriculum 
and  Instruction,  who,  along  with  the  Garrett  County  Curriculum 
Committee,   reviewed  and  approved  them. 

•    An  exemplary  illustration  of  the  goal/objective "sett ing 
.t  utilizQ^  Goal  I  in  Mathematic 


process  tha 
Maryland  is  as 


follows 


Lcs  for  the  State  of 


"Hi 


4.4.12  '  Garrett  County 
GQaJs  and  Objectives  in  Mathematics 


IT  ATE  or  HAAYLAKO  COALS  AllD  OWKCTIVES   — — 

Each  Maryland  icudanc  who  haa  achlovad  cha  objtctlvaa  for  KachaM^Ua 
aacabllahad  by  cho  loc»l  achool,  ahouldi 

1.    Racall  anil/or  racopilca  nachwclcal  doflnlclona,  facca,  md  ay'»bolj'. 
Thtaa  ara  cha  alitplaac  of  Mthoaadcal  ciaka  but  ara  an  aaaandal  MpacC 
of  achlavaapnc:    Tha  laval  of  difficulty  In  chla  cacagory  will  dap«sd  mof 
on  axpoaura  co  tha  matarlal  «nd  on  acaory  tt»«n  on  davalopad  iklU. 

.  CA*Jl£Tr  c6u*fn  SaiOOL  system  coals  and  OBJEaiVES 

Xach  acudanc  upon  coaplotloo  of  hla  alaMnCary-aicondary  achool  • 
MChaMClca  proeraa  ahotildi 

la  abla  co  racall  baalc  aAthaaaclcal 'facta. 

FRIEHDSVILLE  ELEME4iTA|lY  SCHOOL  COALS  AST)  OBJECTIVES 


l.i. 


Each  atudont  upon  coaplaClon  of  th«  Frlandavllla  ElaatnCary  School 
MChaaatlca  proKrai&i 

l.A.K.    Clvan  tha  nustrala  I  -  10  ahould  ba  abla  Co  glv«  tha  Caachar 
^ha  nasa  for  tha  nusaral.  ^ 

Clven  tho  numoraU  0-99  ahould  bo  abla  eo  tlva  th4  caachar 
Cha  name  for  tha  nutvaral. 

Clvon  ono  dlslc  addition  and  aubtr.ictlon  axMplaa  ahould  ka 
abla  to  recall  tha  anawor. 

Clven  a  nuabar  0'-  999  ahould  ba  ablo  to  axplala  cha  plac« 
valua  of  c#ch  digit.  , 
Clvun  ■tiltlpllcatloa  and  dlvlalon  oxatrplaa  with  factora 
0  -  ^  ahould  bo  ablo  to  rocnll  tha /muwor. 
Clvon  auleipllcatlon  and  dlvlalon  /x^toploa  with  faccora 
0-9  ahould  be  ablo  to  rocall  tho  anawar. 
Clvan  addition  and  aubtractlon  axaaplaa  wlch  addenda  Co 
20  ahould  be  eble  Co  recell  ch*  ennwar. 

Clvan  a  nuaber  up  Co  100  alllloa  ehould  ke  ekla  ca  axplala 
Che  piece  valua  of  aech  dlglc. 
KaUt&rca  prevloualy  learned  aachcaatlcal  facte. 


I.A.I. 
l.A.2. 
l.A.  3. 
1.A.3B 
1.a:4. 
l.A.4e 
l.A.5. 
l.A.«. 


la  able  to  Identify  a^theoatlcel  eyehole. 

1.1. E.    Clven  2  eete  of  aanlpulaClvo  objocte  i^hould  be  eble  to  coapare 
eace  uid  etete  which  le  greeter  then  or  leee  then. 

1.1.1.  Clven  aatheaatlcel  eyabole  ahould1>e  eble  Co  etete  Co  the 
teechor  the  naaoe  for  tho  eyabole 

1.1. la.  Clven  open  eentencoe  appropriate  for  grede  levef ehould  be 
ablo  to  Identify  eyabole  ueod. 

1.1.2.  Clvon  catheaatlcal  eyabole  ehould  be  eble  Co  etete  Co  Che 
'^teacher  the  neiwe  for  thole  eynbole  (lb. »  oa.  *  In.  **,  ft.  *, 

ca.). 

1.1. 3f    Clven  aaCheoatlcal  eyabole  ehould  be  ebla  Cp  etate  Co  the 
teacher  cthe  neaee  for  theee  eycbole  (  x,       $,  yd.,  aacer, 
v   ''fraction  eyabol). 
1.^.4.    Given  aaCheaatlcal  eyabole  ehoMjljl  bo  ebla  co  eCete  to  Che 

Ceecher  neaee  of*  the  eyi^ole  (  •  U»  of  late  C). 

I.l«5.    Clven  the  Z,  I,  eytJbol  ehould  ba  abla  co  eCete  cha  naaa  of 

*-     Che  eycbol.  ^ 
l.l.i.    Clven and  decimal  polnc  ehould  be  able  co  acaca  Cka 
naaa  of  thet  eyabol.  . 


1^ 
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• 
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X.C.  »«  nbla  to  racogniia  sathcBaclcaL  coaeapct,  auch  aa  daflnltlona, 
facca,  ftnd  ayaboLa,  aa  ^chay  appaar  la  problamatlc  aad  Ufa 
alcuattooa. 

l.C.K.      N/A  ' 

l.C.l.      Glyfn  •anlpuUtlva  colna  ahould  b%  abla  to  recont^Ue 

p^nnlcn.  nlckola,  diooa. 
I.e.  la.     Given  oaaUpulatlva  clocka  ahouid  b«  abla  tp  HaCo  tha  Clw 

In  houra, 

l.C.2.      Clvon  t»^»nlpulatlva  cotna  ahouid  b4  abla  to  racognlsa 
quartnra . 

l.C.2a.    Given  aanlpulAl Ivo  c locka /ahouid  ba  abla  to  racognlia 

halt  iioura  and  qu^rcor  houra. 
I.e.  i.      Clv^n  ».uilpulac  Ivo  coin*  ahouid  ba  abla  to  racotnlsa 

dollar  and  tla  cc;Qponon^a. 
I.e.  3a.    Clvan  nanlpuUclvc  clockf  ahouid  bo  abla  to  tall  ciM 

to  lha  alnuCa.  ^ 
I.e. 4.      Given  a  aut  of  conoon  aymbola  for  linear  waHht  and  liquid 
'  aoaaurcr.cnt  ahouid  ba  abla  to  dataralna  which  la  uaad  for 

aach  typa  of  ■(lasurcaonc. 
o    I.e. 3.      PlVan  a  aac  of  problaos. ahouid  ba  abla  to  daaonatrata  hla 

knovlodga  of  porlaotar,  aroa  and  voIum. 
I.e.*.      Clvan  a  aat  of  varbal  problem* 'ahouid  ba  abla  to  daaooatraCa  h: 

kaowladta  of  Z  aa  ic  partaina  to  raal  ma  al^u«tloM 

(ahopplog,  baoklog). 


The  Garrett  County  Curriculum  Committee  had  a  three-day 
workshop  in  Jane  1975  to  discuss  the  present  status  of  curriculum 
development  that  resulted  from  the  Maryland/Garrett  County  Accounta- 
bility Assessment  Program  and  to  plan  future  county  curricular 
activites.     It  was  decided  by  this  group  that  social  studies 
should  receive  top  priority,   followed  very  closely  by  language  arts, 
With  the  emergence  of  tha  middle  school  in  t^arrett  CounLy,  em- 
phasis IS  being  placed  on  deveiooing  goals  and  objectives  for  . 
subject  offerings  appropriate  to  'them. 


Local  Assessment  Activities 


Local  assessment  activities  that  are  a  part  of  the  Garrett 
County  School  System  and  complement  the  Maryland/Garrett  County 
Accountability  Assessment  Program  are  as  follows: 

,  •    /    Early  identification  ,of  potential  learning  dif f i- 
c\ilties  using  the  Maryland  Systematic  Observation 
Instrument  and  the  Parent  Interview  Checklist  is 
being  conduct^ed  on  each  kindergarten  ^and  first  grade 
student  in  the  Garrett  County  schools.  Workshops 
were  held  for  teachers  and  administrators  involved 
so  as  to  acquaint  them  with  th^  process  and  to  reap 
the  results  of  improved  instructional  programming  ^ 
for  the  youth  concerned. 
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^»  ©In  all  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act 

(ESEA) ,  Title  I,   schools,  the  Metropolitan 
Achievement  Tests  are  given  in  Grades  1,  2,  and 
3  to  improve  instruction  for  Title  I  children 
involved.  ^ 

•  •        The  Iowa  Tests  of^  Basic  Skills  and  the  .Cognitive 

Abilities  Test  a^e  given  to  all  students  in  Grades 
3,  5,  7,  and  9,  although  only  certain  parts  of 
them  a3;:e  used  in  the  Maryland/Garrett  County 
Accountability  Assessment  Program.     This  is  the 
nucleus  of  ttie  Garrett  County  testing  program^ and 
provides  -sequential  data  regarding  the'  academic 
growth  of  each  -student  in  the  Garrett  "^County 
»  school  system. 

•        Various  other  specialized  and  individualized  tests 
are  used  with  certain  portions  of  the  student  popu- 
lation in  order  to  determine  learning  difficulties 
and  potential  special  education  students.     Tests  ' 
are  also  administered  by  guidance  counselors  in  the 
secondary ,.schdols  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
vocational  interests  and  aptitudes.     Each  of  these 
tests  allows  for  better  instructional  programming 
'  for  each  3tuden;t  regardless  of  ability  and 

achievement. 

Commetits  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  Gafrett  County  Accountability  Assessment  Program  was 
conducted  according  to  state  guidelines.     A  total  of  1,664  youths^ 
were  tested  using  the  Towa  Tests  of  Basin  RkiUR  and  the  Coanitivp 
Abilities  Test:     386  in  Gxade  3;   447  in  Grade  5;   443  in  Grade  7; 
and  388  in  Grade  9  out  of  the  total  enrollment  of  1,813  (91.73 
percent) .     Those  youths  not  tested  were  excluded  because  the 
assessment  instruments  were  not^  applicable,  or  they  wei-e  not 
capable  of  taking  the  tests. 

V  Geheralities  about  the  results  of  the  Maryland/Garrett 

County  Accountability  Assessment  Program  chn  be  made  from  the 
following  chart  and  tables  in  this  report. 
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D .  Program  Modification  Activities 

Program  modification  activities  during  the  school  year 
1974-75  included:     the  expansion  of  functional  reading  to  all  schools 
and  all  grades  in  the  Garrett  County  school  system;  the  continued 
use  of  System  80 's  Educational  materials  in  selected  schools;  the 
expansion  of  learning  centers  in  all  content  areas  in  a-ll  schools; 
"the  pontinuatipn  of  the  levels  approach  to  reading  in  Grades  K-3; 
the  introduction  of  the  levels  approach  to  mathematics , in  Grades 
K-3  and  the  interdisciplinary  approach  to  consumer  and  career 
ediie>ation;  a  continued  emphasis  on  individualized  reading  in 
Grade  s  "^S^-G ,   1,   Q,  and  9;  the  continued  expansion  of  the  educa- 
tional pro-ams  for  the  handicapped;  the  further  development  of 
minicoursefif  in  language  arts  in  the  secondary  schools;  and  the 
developmaxit  of  minicourses  in  the  social  studies  in  the  secondary 
schools.     The  use  pf  educational  television  via  videotape  cassettes 
is  being  continued  in  and  expanded  to  all  schools.  ^ 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resourcers  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services 

In  order  to  further  improve  educational  programs  and  ser- 
vices for  Garrett  County  youth,  the  following  recommendations  are 
made:  ^ 

•  That  efforts  similar  to  ESEA  Title  I  for  early  child- 
hood education- be  made  for  youths  in  the  middle 
schools  and  in  the  first  two  years  of  secondary  school. 

•  That  language  efrts  resource  teachers  be  provided 
for  all  schools,  and  that  their  efforts  be  focused 

I        on  the  total  language  arts  curriculum  —  not;  jjast 

reading.  '  y  , 

•  That  mathemaiijrcs  resource  teachers  be  provided  for 
the  elementary  and  middle  schools  to  provide  scope 
and  sequence  in  the  mathematics  curriculum,  and  to 
provide  expertise  to  teachers  who  are  in  need  of 
good  teaching  skill's .  ' 

•  \That  vorkshops  for  teachers  be  conducted  in  all 

content  areas  on  a  rotational  basis  for  the  purpose 
of  writing  the  curriculum  and  objectives  within  the 

I   framework  of  the  county  developed  educational  goals. 

*    <•  "  • 

•  'That  specially  trained  teachers  be  employed  for  the 
.  secondary  schools  to  teach  basic  reading,  language 
^                            arts,  and  mathematics  skills  to  those^ youths  one  or 

more  years  below  grade  level  in  each  area,  and  that 
special  programs  be  developed  through  workshops, 
seminars,  etc.   for  these  youths,  emphasizing  rele- 
vance to  the  pre^eAf  f»nd  the  future,   and  using  a 
variety  of  mediaNro  bring  about  positive  iedUcational 
gains  for  the  individual  invc^^j^d. 
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The  generalities  are  as  follows: 

•    The  curriculum  designed  for  Garrett  County  youths- 
reflects  positively  the  goals  of  the  Garrett  County 
school  System  and  the  objectives  of  the  schools  as 
measured  by  these  assessment  instruments.  ■ 

(In  vocabulary,  50  percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade 
3,   36  percent  of '  the  schools  in  Grade  5,  33  percent 
of  the  schools  in  (^rade  7,  and  50  percent  of  the 
schools  in  Grade  9  scored  above  the  state  norm? 
in  reading,  67  percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  3,  /J 
percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  7,  and  100  percent  of 
the  schools  in  Grade  §  'score  above  the  state  norm?  in 
language,   50  percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  3,  27 
percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  5,  67  percent  of  the 
schools  in  Grade  7 ,  and  0  percent  of  the  schools  in 
Grade  9  score  above  the  state  norm?  and  in  mathemat- 
ics, 58  percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  3 ,  73  percent 
of  ^he  schools  in  Grade  5,  XOO  percent  6f  the  schools 
in  Grade  7,  and  100  percent  of  the  schools  in  Grade  9 
score  above  state  norm.) 

•  The  youth  of  Garrett  County  always  score  lower  in 
vocabulary  and  language  (writing)  than  in  reading 
and  mathematics. 

•  The  nonverbal  ability  of  Garrett  County  youth  is 
similar  to  the  remainder  of  Maryland  and  the 
United  States.  "^-X 

•  Reading  and  mathematics  in  Grades  7  and  9  show 
con-siderable  improvement  over  last  year's  scores 
in  these  same  area6  and  grades. 

•  The  emphasis  on  the  basic  skills  in  readinq  and 
mathematics  in  Grades  K-1,  2-3  .^"^^^he  emphasis 
of  ESEA  Title  I  in  these  same  areas  and  grades 
may  have  significance  in  the  scores  received  by 
Garrett  County  youth. 
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That  the  State  )pf  Ma[tyland  provide  additional  monies 
to  the  local  subdivisipn  to  provide  for  these  unme-h 
needs  in  prograih^^  4Jrjr^^iservices  f  or  Garrett  County 
youth.  f  '  '  ' 

That  the  Sizate  of  Maryland  pi:ovide(^moni^s  to  the 
local  subdivision  for  teachers,  materials,  and 
services  that  provide  an  adequate  educational  pro- 
gram, as  prescribed  by  law,  -for  5j;ouths  who  are 
handicapped . 


:  '3  01 

30Q 


GARRETT  COUNTY 

TABLE  iC     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROF  I LE+ 


A.    COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

t6tal  ' 
population 

(2) 
^  HEPIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE'CHILDREN 

23,371 

7,163 

27.4 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
HALES  25  YE^RS  . 
OF  AGE  OR  >dLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOdL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.2 

10.3       *  ^ 

 ^ 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS. (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974)^ 


C.     FINANCIAL  characteristics"  (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVtL 
ADMINISTRAT^JRS  I 

(9) 

^  AVERAGE 
YEARS* 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE* 

5,729 

S9,749 

il4,226 

11.7 

.      '    1L9.'5  ^ 

tf4) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL, 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT  ' 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPfL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

S853.77 

1584.06 

68.4%:. 

$23.27 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL.  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
^  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
J  SERVICES 

2.7X 

$3.17 

0.4X 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

OR  ABOVE 

20. 6S 

16.6 

'93.13: 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,    PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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GARRETT  COUNTY 
TABLE  2. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  JSTANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  -  • 


SKILL 
ARFAS* 

UJ 
• 

(2) 

NUMBER  or' 
STUDENTS 

 TV  v]!  1  r  0 

{3> 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

(4) 

NUHBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 

T  f  '".  T  r  -) 

(5) 
AVERAGE 

Standard 

AGE 

SCORES 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 

t  rt  \ 

(0) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

'  /'♦»  n  1 

(1) 

VOCABULARY 

.  3 

yi.yu 

u 

I!3.28 

3.36 

1.U2 

5 

195 

90.30^ 

u 

100.6 

11. 8i 

5.00 

1.51 

7 

97.36 

6 

100.0 

16.77 

6.66 

1.81 

87.58 

2 

100.5 

15.51 

8.31 

2.01 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 

5 

<  91.90 

12 

100.1 

15.28 

3.68  • 

1.19 

*  5 

'  195 

90.30 

n 

100.6 

11.81 

5.21 

1.52 

7  . 

1)55  ' 

97.36 

;6 

100.0* 

16.77 

6.93 

^  1.68 

9 

Its 

87,58 

2 

100,5 

15.51 

8.12 

1.93 

(31 
SPELLING 

3  " 

420 

91.90 

12 

100.4 

15.28 

4.02  ^ 

1.35 

5 

495 

90.30 

11 

100.6  . 

14.04  ^ 

5.12 

•    1.02     >  ' 

'  7 

'  ^55 

97.36 

6 

100.0 

16.77 

6.63 

•  ^1.94' 

9 

•  443 

07.50 

2 

100.5 

15*54 

7.09 

2.19 

(4) 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

a 

420 

91.90 

12 

100.4 

15.20 

"  4.00 

'  \  ^  

1.24 

5 

495 

90^.  30 

11 

100.6 

14.04 

5.20 

,  i.iso 

^  7 

455 

97.36 

6 

100.0 

X6.77 

6.96* 

9 

443 

^      07. 5t 

2 

100.5 

15.54 

e.io 

2.21 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

420 

91*90 

12 

100,4 

15.20 

4.11. 

1.36 

5 

495 

5|6w30 

11 

100.6 

14.04 

5.10 

1.50 

7 

455 

•  97.36 

6 

100.0 

16.77 

6*70 

2.03 

443 

•7.50 

2 

100.5 

15.94 

t.ot 

2.32 

—   i 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  *NIf  SOURCES  OF  D*T*  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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GARRETT  COUNTY 


TABL/fe  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE' 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EDUJ'VA- 
.  LENT  SCORES,  BY  SKTLL jAREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUEfl)) 


Skill 

AREAS 

f 

{!) 
GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS  . 
ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCEiJT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED  p 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(1 

AVER 
GRA 
EQUIV 

sec 

^  (GE 

) 

AGE 

DE 

^LENT 
kES 
J  * 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
'  (SD) 

(6) 

LANGUAGI 
USAGE 

1 

I 

^3 

420. 

91.90 

12  • 

100.4 

15.28 

3.6C 

9 

1.^8 

—  ^ 

495 

,  90.30 

11 

100.6 

14.84 

4.92 

1  

1.61 

7 

455 

97.36 

6 

100.0 

16.77 

6.47 

1.99 

9  « 

44^3 

87.58  ' 

2  ' 

100.5 

i 

15.54 

7.80 

\  ■ 

2.30 

(7)  1 

LAfiGUAfSl 
TOTALj 

3 

^120 

91.90 

12 

100. 'I 

15.28 

3.9^1 

1.15 

5 

90.30 

11 

100.6 

5.12 

7 

97.36 

5 

100.0 

16.77 

6.71 

L73 

9 

>* 

87.58v 

2 

--  ,100,5 

15.5^1 

7,99 

2.0^ 

'"^  •      •  * 

i 

(8) 

MATHEMATICAL  . 
CONCEPTS 

3 

420 

93.. 90 

12 

100.4  • 

15.28 

3.65 

.91 

495 

90.30 

11 

V-'- 

100..  6 

14.84 

5.59 

1.46 

7 

455 

97.36 

6 

100.0 



16.77. 

7.33 

1.69 

9 

3aa 

87.58 

2 

100.5 

15.54 

8.57 

1.86 

* 

(9) 

MATHEMATICAL- 
PROBLEMS 

3 

420 

91.90 

100.4 

15.28 

3.62 

1.09 

5 

'  495 

90.  30 

11 

100.6 

14.84 

5.35 

1*33 

.  7 

,  455 

97.36 

6 

100.0 

,16.77 

7.11 

1.70 

9 

443 

87.58 

2 

100.5 

15.54 

8.59 

1.81 

(10) 

KATHEHATICAL 
TOTAL ' 

3 

m 

91.90 

12 

100?i| 

15.28, 

3.63 

.95 

'  5 

ms 

€0.30  • 

11 

100.6 

5.^17 

1.32 

> 

7 

97.36. 

6 

100.0 

16.77 

7.22 

1.59  . 

9 

m 

100.5 

15.5^ 

.  8.5.8 

17^^^ 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  68-69,  FOR  .DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AN©  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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GARRETT  COUNTY 

TABLE  2A.-    SYSTEM, ' LEVEL  ~  COMPAR;i SON/ OF  YEAR  I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  n  (1974-1975)  DATA  I/N  A.VER"AGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE.,  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 


GRADE 


SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 


98.9 


101.7 


101.2 


101.1 


SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 


100.1 


me 


'100.0 


100.5 


VOCABULARY 


3.13 


5.06 


6.72 


8.60 


3.56 


5. (DO 


6.66 


8.31 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


6 


LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 


3.60 


5.33 


6.92 


,81 


PIP. 

■iTiiiriB'hrii 
.3.81 


3.68 


5.21 


6.93 


8.12 


5.26 


6.77 


8.18 


3.91 


5.12 


6.71 


7.99 


HATHEHATICAL 
TOTAL 


3.59 


5.51 


7.25 


8.86 


3.63- 


5.17 


7.22 


8.58 


*  FOR  "uRPBE?;ng*?h?s'?;bl'e/°''  ""'.^■^■^^         ^^"^"^  "">*^  INSTRUCTIONS 


ERIC 


304 


GARRETT  COUNTY   (ACCIDENr-  SOUTHERN  QARRETT  CO  UR  SR). 
f        ♦  / 

TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


t 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DA  I  L  Y 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

K  4  ) 

PERCENT 
STAFF 

DECREE 
OR  ADOVt 
19) 

• 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDR£N 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I  " 

Zation 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
( 2 ) 

PUP  I L/ 
STAFF 
RATIO' 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO  •  / 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

,^ERCENT 
t)  I  S  A  D~ 

VAN- 
TAGCD 
110) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
'111) 

MEDIAN 
F  AM  LLY 
IftCOMb 
(S) 
112  ) 

SCHOOL  NAME 



TEACHER 
(5) 

ADf/lN. 

'— /—  ' 

TeACHtR 
(7  ) 

ADMIN. 
IB  ) 

ACCIDENT 

K-6 

332 

16.6 

95.4 

19.0 

V.o 

B.2 

16.5 

15 . 0. 

20.7 

11.5 

5716 

CENTER  STREET 

K-3 

391 

IB.  2 

95. B 

'  21.0 

.5 

B.7 

34.0 

11.6 

27.7 

'10.2 

6260 

CRELLIN 

K-3 

76 

25.3 

94.  5 

2.0 

1.0 

20.0 

9.0 

0.0 

r 

37. B 

10.3 

5411 

DENNETT  ROAD  ^ 

3-6 

694 

23.9 

95.8 

27.0 

2.0 

13.2 

B.9 

31.0 

^6.4 

10.2 

617  B 

FRIENDSVtLLE 

K-6 

254 

18.1 

96.9 

13.0 

1.0 

4.5 

12.0 

14.3       *       22!  1 

9.  5 

5488 

r 

. GRANTSVILL^  * 

K-6 

337 

19.  B 

95.7 

16.0 

1.0 

*  13.0 

15.5 

l£.fl# 

28.0 

10.4 

6095 

KITZHILU^ 

K-6 

128 

1*8.3 

95.8 

6.0 

1^0 

£2.8 

5.0 

14.3 

51.2 

9.5 

5647 

LOCH  LYNN  HEIQHTS 

,  1-6 

156 

26.3 

97. B 

5.0 

1.0  11,3 

36.0 

33.3 

23.5 

10.7 

6104 

>• 

RED  HOUSE. 

4-6 

155^ 

25, B 

96.2 

5.0 

1.0 

B.B 

0.0 

47.7 

10.8 

4886 

SHAN  MEADOW 

1-7 

62 

20.7 

97.4 

2.0 

1.0 

10. 0 

14 . 0 

66.7 

26.2 

10.4 

6024 

YODER 

1-7 

89 

22^3 

97.  B 

3.0 

1.0 

23.9 

26.5 

25.0 

27.1 

10.4 

6006 

BLOOMING TON 

K-8 

167 

23.9 

95.1 

6.0 

1.0 

IB.  3 

6.0 

28.6 

7.0 

1 

10.5 

7499 

ROUTE  40 

<e 

K-8 

196 

19.6 

96. 1 

9.0 

1.0 

5^8 

17 '.0 

40.0 

18.2 

'  8.8 

640^ 

NORTH  GARRET  CO  JR  SR 

7-12 

898 

17.6 

9^.2 

4B.9 

2.0 

11.9 

19.0 

^5.5 

24^9 

10.4 

5869 

i 

SOUTHERN  GARRET  CO  A  SR  7-12 

1«563 

19.3 

92.5 

79.0 

3.0 

12.4 

22»7 

29.3 

^0.0 

10.2 

5967 

«  Se^CHAPTEK  3.  PACES  72-73t  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCE^S  OF  DAIA  PROVIDED.  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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GARRETT  COUNTY  ( ACCIDENT       SOUTHERN  GARRETJ  CQUNTY  SR  JR.) 


TABLE  4.     "^CHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA/  CO.MPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
GARRETT  eouNTY         AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

SU<OOL  SYbfLM 

SKILL  AREAS 


,  •  VOCAHULARY 

%• 

SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADC  AVFRAOE  AVERAGE  MARy- 

LANO 

SA5  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  «  MARY-      DIFFtR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER- 


ENCE 


GE 


LANO 
NORM 


Lrf  E 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


ACCIDENT 

3 

106*2 

'4*02 

•3793 

«.oo 

4.06 

4 

01 

♦ 

07 

^*37 

4.3^ 

*  -*02 

3^66 

3^97 

-.09 

5 

105,6 

5*63 

5*63 

«.oo 

5.93 

5 

66 

♦ 

27 

6*02 

5*69 

♦  *13 

«6^50 

5^65 

♦  ,65 

• 

CLNTEK  STREET 

3 

103*1 

3*71 

3.73' 

-.02 

3.63 

3. 

Bl 

in 

4*5'« 

4*19 

A  ' 
♦  *35  • 

3.60 

3^79 

♦  .01 

CHELLIN 

3 

91  *3 

2*60 

2*97 

-.37 

2.35 

3 

01 

66 

• 

2*00 

3*<«0 

-*50 

V 
2.65 

• 

3^11 

-.26 

OENNCTT  ROAD 

3 

lO**  *  2 

3*57 

3.A1 

-*2M 

3.62 

3 

»Q6 

• 

06 

5^93 

4*26 

-*33 

3^77 

3^66 

-,09 

5 

101*<« 

•»*e7 

5.2'» 

-*37 

5,07 

5 

26 

- 

21 

«1|*92 

5.52 

-*60 

5^37 

5^50 

-.13 

r  Kit;MLI9V  A  LLC 

3 

92  0 

3*22 

3.02 

♦■*  20 

3.40 

3 

.06 

r34 

3*39 

3*<»5 

-*06 

3^16 

3^15. 

♦  .03 

5 

102  6 

5*20 

5**37 

-  *  17 

5,30 

5 

•  10 

5*06 

5.6'« 

-*56 

5^26 

5.61 

-.35 

CKANTSVlLLt 

3 

100.9 

4**01 

3*59 

4,11 

3 

.66 

« 

.45 

L 

4*04 

«.?0 

3^65^ 

3.66 

♦  •19 

r 

5 

97  2 

U  *  65 

-  *  02 

5,05 

.  4 

.93 

•  12 

4*97 

5il7 

-*20 

5^20 

5^16 

♦  .04 

WIT  7U  f 1  1  1  U 

OM  t 

U  62 

\ 

4  Q5 

—  *  1 3 

5,40 

5 

.00 

4 

.40 

5*22 

5.25 

-*03 

5^60 

5^23 

♦  .37 

LOCH  LYNN  HEIGHTS 

3 

101*3 

3*20 

i 

3*62 

-*4? 

3,46 

3 

.69 

•  23 

3*36 

4*07 

-•69  ♦ 

3^33 

3^69 

-•36 

9'*  *  3 

5*01 

q .  t2 

♦  •  3** 

5,21 

4 

.66 

.53 

4*  AO 

4*93 

-•  13 

5^  11 

4,93 

♦  •16 

RED  HOUSE 

3 

95. S 

3*77 

3.25 

♦  .52 

3,46 

3 

.30 

* 

.in 

3*96  , 

3*66 

«*30 

3^71 

3^35 

♦  •36 

5 

99-1 

4.61 

^  5.*0M 

-*23 

5.31 

5^09 

* 

.22 

5*11 

5*33 

-.22 

5^U0 

5^31 

♦.•09 

SWAN  MEAOOH 

3 

IUO.6 

3*91 

3.57 

♦  *34 

4,23 

3. 

64 

* 

59 

• 

4*76 

4.02 

♦  •74  • 

4^23 

3^65 

♦  .56 

• 

5 

96.1 

5*24  / 

'♦*70 

♦  *M6 

5,93 

4 

ti4 

09 

• 

6*M6 

.  5*06 

♦1*30  • 

6%2l 

5^07 

♦  1  .14 

• 

(V 

7 

11<«*2 

7*56^ 

A*20 

-*72 

6,12 

6 

19 

07 

6*7'* 

6.22 

♦  •52 

9^'*9 

6^U6 

♦  1  ^03 

• 

yODER 

3 

101  *5 

3*61 

3*63 

♦  *in 

3,77 

3 

70 

* 

07 

4.27 

4.06 

♦  •19 

3^71 

3^70 

♦  ,01 

S 

109*2 

5*93  * 

♦  *50 

6,59 

b 

94 

* 

65 

• 

6*63 

6.-17 

♦  •46 

6.45, 

6.12 

♦  ,33 

7 

106.0 

"  7.07 

7*39 

-*32 

7,20 

7 

37 

17 

7*73 

7*44 

♦  •29 

6^31 

7.62 

♦  ,69 

• 

BLOOM  1%T  ON 

3 

97.3 

3*29 

3.36 

-*07 

3,46 

3 

42 

* 

06 

3*  SO 

'  3.60 

-•30 

3^33 

3^46 

-.13 

5 

96.1 

4.93 

'»*78 

♦  *Sb 

5.02 

4 

B4 

* 

•  16 

4*93 

'  5*06 

-•1'5 

4^65 

5^07 

-.22 

7 

9U.U 

6*26 

6*  13 

♦  *13 

6.95 

6 

.20 

* 

75 

• 

7*17  . 

6.33 

♦  •64 

7^35 

6^43 

♦  .9^ 

• 

ROUTE  UO 

3 

92.3 

2*93 

3*04 

-*11 

3.37 

3 

06 

* 

•  29 

3*S0 

3. '♦7 

♦  •03 

3^36 

3^17 

♦  •21 

5 

100.7 

-a.  U,U9 

5*16 

-*69 

4.66  * 

b 

22 

•  34 

4*n'4 

5*U6 

-•62 

5^55 

5^44 

♦  •11 

7 

103.2 

7.15 

7,06 

♦  *07 

7,49 

7 

OB 

•  41 

7*0J» 

7*17 

-.13 

6^01 

7^33 

♦  .66 

• 

N.  GARRET  JR  SR  HI 

7 

1&0.3 

6*67 

6.77 

-*10 

7,02 

6 

.79 

* 

•  23 

6*95 

6.69 

♦  •06 

7^32 

7^03 

♦  .29 

9 

lOl.U 

6*61 

0.45 

♦  *10 

6,67  ' 

6 

,37 

* 

.30 

6*10 

* 

6*40 

-•30 

6^63 

6.52 

♦.11 

S.  6AHRETT  JR  SR  HI 

7 

6«60 

6.66 

-.Of, 

6,60 

6 

*G9 

•  11 

6*(|3 

6.60 

-•37 

6^9^ 

6.93 

♦  .06 

9 

&*16 

6.26 

-*06 

6.27 

a 

•  ^0 

.07 

7*02 

6.25 

-•33 

'  6^55 

6^36 

♦ 

♦  •19 

♦  see  CHAfTER  3,  f»GES  7«-7S.  FDR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFtRENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPfCIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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S  LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.13 


Harford  Coiinty 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Prograyi 

The  Harford  County' public  schoq Is  have  responded  to  the 
accountability  effort  in  Maryland  ^y.developingsystemwide  goals 
and  school  objectives,  and  by  participating  in  the  statewide  assess- 
ment program  according  to  guidelines  provided  by  the  Maryland  State 
Department  of  Education.     Systerawide  goal's  in  reading,  writing,  ^ 
and  mathematics,  based  upon  state  goals.  Mere  developed  and  adoptee? 
by  the  Board  of  Educ^ti^on  during  the  197^-74  school  year.  ,;rhese 
goals     can  be  found^i:^  the  Maryland  Apcount ability  Program  Report, 
School  Year  1973-74;     Following  the  completion  of  the  systemwide  ^ 
goals,  plans  for  the  developmetit  of  local  school  objectives  in 
reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  were  designed  and  implemejited. 

Throughout  the  objective-writing  effort , .which  involved 
faculties,  building  administrators,  and  central  office  specialists, 
emphasis  was -placed  on  the.  uniqueness  of  school  needs  and  the 
necessity  for  maximum  involvement  of  the  local  scKbol  staff  and 
parents  in  order  to  enSure  the  responsiveness  -  of  the  objectives  to 
those  needs. 
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*  The  process  used  to  develop  school  objectives ^required 
considerable  inservice  preparation  of  school  leadership  personnel 
by  the  County  Accountability  Resource  Te.ain.     In  September  1974, 
each  school  was  asked-  to  develop  an  action  plah  detailing  the  acti- 
vities to  be  undertaken  in  (developing  its  objectives.     The  plan  was 
designed  to  identify  each  specific  activity  to  be  accomplished  in, 
completing  the  objectives,  the  person (s)  responsible  for  that 
activity,  and  the  date  by  which  the  activity  must  be  completed. 
Attempting  to  assist  schools  in  th^  development  of  their  action  plans 
the  team  conducted  a  half -day  workshop  in  September  1974.  At 
that  workshop,  the  criteria  to  be  observed  in  preparing  the  action 
plan  were  discussed  with  the  principals  and  supervisora.     By  . 
October,  each  school  had  submitted  its  action  pl^n  to  the  Central 
Accountability  fcommittee  and  had  begun  the  task  Of  writing  its 
objectives. 

The  action  plan  submitted  by  each  school  indicated  that 
the' objectives  were  to  reflect  the  instructional  priorities  of  the 
school  and  that  they  were  to  be  complete^  on  schedule  and  according 
to  the  proper  form.    Among  the  other  aspects  of  the  various  pla^s 
were  the  following:  ^  * 

"  •    Provision  for  invo lavement  by  the  school  curriculum 
,    '        ,  committees; 

•  Delegation  of  primary  responsibility  for  the  actual 
writing  of  the  objectives  to  faculty  members  with 
particular  expertise  in  reading,  writing,  and  . 
jiia4:hematics;  ' 

••'Provision  for  involvement  of  the  total  faculty  in  the 
development  of  the  objectives;  , 

•  provision  for  participation  by  parent's  in  the  process, 
of  reviewing  the  school's  objectives; 

The  establishment  of  procedures  for  regularly  review- 
ing^ all  available  information  regarding  the  school's 
'  progress  toward  the  attainment  of  its  objectives, 

including  standardized  test-f^cores;  and 

•  Provision  for  modifying  existing  programs  when  the 
information  suggests  a  nfeed  to  do  so. 

In  each  school,  a  communication  plan  was  also  developed 
to  proyidq  for  a  continuous  flow  of  information  among  school  leader- 
ship, faculty,  and  parents  regarding the  progress  being  made  by  the 
school  toward  becoming  fully  accountable  and  the  potential  of  educa- 
tional accountability  for  improving  the  education  offered  to 
children  emd  youth. 

The  reviewing  process  .conducted  by  the  Central  Accounta- 
bility Committee  during  February  and  Marfh  1975  had  several  distinct 
steps.     First,  three  major  responsibilities  were  assigned  to  local 
school  leadership: 
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•  Prior  to  submittinq  school  objectives  to  the  Central 
Accountability  Committee^  the  principal  and  super- 
visor of  each  school  were  to  review  the  school  ob- 
jectives in  order  to  ascertain  their  appropriateness 
to  the  abilities  and  needs  of  the  students  in  their 
school^^  •  " 

'  •    -The  school  objectives  were  to  reflect  accurately  the 
instructional  priorities  of  the  3chctol  in  the  areas 
of  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics. 

•  The  school  objectives  were  to  be  written  in  an 
acceptable  form.     Members  of  the  Resource  Team  could 
be  consulted  for  assistance  in  this  area. 

After  the  school  objective^  were  submitted  to  the  Central 
Accountability  Committee,  screening  groups  comprised  of  members  of  that 
committee  reviewed  all  tjhe  objectives  in  order  to  determine  their  con- 
formity to  county  goals.  ^ Then  the  chairman ^of  the  Central  Accounta- 
bility Committee  met  with  each  principal  and  supervisor  to  review 
the  objectives  and,  whenever  necessary,  to  request  changes.  Revi- 
sions were  then  made  by  each  school  and  sent  to  the  Central  Accounta- 
bility Committee  for  review  and  final  approval.       '  .  ' 

On  March  24,  1975,  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  was 
notified  by  the  Central  Accountability  Committee  that  every  .school 
had  developed  objectives  that  we?:e  acceptable  and  that  supported 
the  goals  of  the  Harford  Coiinty  public  school  system.     ^  .  ^ 

For  the  remainder  of  the  school  year  1974-75,  schools 
copcentrated  on  the  ^Implementation  of  their  stated  ot>jectives  and 
on  improved  communication  within  their  respective  communities  con- 
cerning all  aspects  of  the  accountability  program. 


♦  ^  ... 

B.  '        Local  Assessment  Activities 

'The  variety  of  local  assessmeni|^  activities  designed  to 
•    supplement  the  state-mandat-ed  Accountability  Assessment  Program  are 
'  beina  implemented  in  Harford  County  public  schools.     The  Metropolitan 
Readiness  Test  (MRT)   is  being  administered  in  May  to  .all  kindergarten 
students.     This  instrument  measures  a  child's  competency  in  certain 
skills,  and  the  tasks  that  are  essential  tp  his/her  success  in 
the  first  grade.     The  MRT  has  been  found  to  be  extremely  useful 
as  a  predictor  of  later  school  performance.     Tl^q  results  ard  cate- 
fully  examined  by  teachers,  building  principals,  and  county  super- 
visors in  determining  the  appropriate  instructional  placement  of  the 
child.     The  only  other  assessment  instrument  administered  county- 
wide  is  the  Differential  Aptitude  Test,  which  is  given  at  mid-year 
to  eighth  grade  students  in  an  effort  to  provide  them  with  informa- 
tion that  will  be  useful  in  their  selection  of  programs  and  courses 
in  high  school. 
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A  survey  of  all  elementary  and  secondary  schools  in  the 
county  reveals  a  variety  of  appro^hes  to  assessment.     The  majority 
of  schools,  however,  find  the  mandated  program    sufficient  for  theif 
needs,  when?. supplemented  by  teacher-made  tests  or  tests  supplied  by 
'  textbook  publishers  that  are  administered  to  classes  as  part  of  their 
regular  instructional  activities.     A  few  schools  also  reported  fairly 
extensive  use  of  standardized  or  locally-developed  tests,  particularly 
in  reading  smd  mai:hematics.     In  several  schools ,  county-developed 
diagnostic  tests  in  reading  and  mathematics  are  administered  at  the 
discretion  of  the  teacher.     In -addition,  a  commercially-'prepared  series 
of  criterion-referenced  tests  in  reading  and  mathematics  were  piloted 
successfully  last  ;S^ear  in  one  elementary  school,  and  will  be  used  in 
three  additional  schools  in  1975-76.  ^ 

Secondary  schools  varied  similarly  in  their  oise  of  addi- 
tional assessment  instruments.     One  middle  school,  for  example,  re- 
'ported  widespread  use  of  the  iSat'es-MacGinitie  Test  in  reading,  tjie^ 
CTBS  in  language,  and  SRA  tests  in  science  and  mathematics^    T1>q  /  ^ 
Gates-MacGinitie  Test  is  also  administered  in  a  junior-senior  high 
s^chool,  supplemented  by  the  Direct  Educational  System  Test  in 
reading.  « 

-  The  diversity  of  assessment  pra,ctices  in  Hajrford  County 
schools  clearly  reflects  the  belief  held  by  the  school  system  that 
a  school  assessment  program  must  satisfy  the  unique  needs  and  char- 
act;eristics  of  the  programs  and  students  in  that  school.     From  an 
instructional  standpoint,  the  major  purppse  of  the  assessment  pro- 
gram is  to  provide  specific  information  to  teachers  and  administra- 
tors concerning  F.tndent  achievement  or  failure  to  achieve  the  deter- 
mined objectives.     Since  these  objectives  are  properly  sensitive 
to  the  needs  and  wishes  of  the  individual  school,  it  follows  that 
assessment  techniques  are  best  determined  at  the  ^JtehooJL  level. 

C.                 Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 
*  ~~  ^  * '  — - 

Examination  of  the  results  of  the^Year  II  Assessment 
Program  in  the  Harford  County  public  schools  reveals  that  the  achieve- * 
ment  of  students  and  schools  exceeds  the  average  achievement  of  stu- 
dents throughout  the  State  of  Maryland,  and  is  higher  in  all  of  the 
basic  skills  and  at  each  of  the  grade  levels  tested.  Further 
analysis  of  the  scores  indicates  that  this  level  of  actiievement 
was  attained  in  spite  ot  the  fact  that  the  results  of  the  nonverbal 
ability  test  in  Harford  County  were  somewhat  lower  than  in  the- 
previous  year  of  testing.  > 
<»  '  . 

Since  one  of  the  purposes  of  accoyntability  testing  is 
to  locate  those  schools  that  show  exceptionally  high  levels  of 


^For  14  schools- receiving  funds  under  ESEA  Title  I,  the  Metropolitan 
Achievement  Test  is  also  mandated  in  Grades  1  and  2. 
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achievement  so  that  th6ir  programs  and  methods  may  be  ana^^zed  and 
adopted  for  use^throughout .the  county  and  the  state ,  it  is  signifi- 
cant to  n,ote  that  three  elementary  schools  and  one  middle  school 
obtained  outstandingly  high  scores  in  reading  comprehension,  ^nd  that 
one  elementary  school  also  performed  exceptionally  well  in  vocabulary. 
Several  other  schools  earned  scores  that  were  very  close  to  such 
distinction,  and  a  considerable  number  exceeded  the  typical  Per- 
formance of  comparable  schools  in  Maryland  in  each  achievement  area. 
The  fact  that  no  school  obtained . significantly  low  scores  in  any 
achievement  area  is  of  equal  importance. 

There  seems  to  be  no  plausible  explanation  'for  the  slightly 
lower  scores  in  the  average  coWy  performance  on  the  nonverbal 
•ability  test.     If  should  be  remembered,  however,  that  different 
students  were  tested  and  that  their  scores  are  within  reasonable 
expectations. 

D.  Program  ModiHcation  Activities  . 

A  survey  of  Harford  County  public  schools  indicated  that  . 
considerable  ptogram  modification  activities  are  being  implemented 
a?  all  g?ade  levlls.     These  activities  include  not  only  alternative 
?nstruc?Ional  materials  and  teaching  techniques ,  but  also  innovative 
organizational  practices  such  as  team-teaching,  individualization 
of  instruction,  and  a  variety-  of  approaches  to  the  grouping  of  stu- 
dents for  instruction.     Throufghout  the  school  system,  ma^or  emphasis, 
is  being  placed  upon  the  three  basic  skill  areas  ~  reading,  writing, 
and  matheLucs        for  which  school  objectives  have  ^een  developed^ 
In  all  cases,  thesfe  objectives  have  served  as  the  basis  for  progr^ 
modification  activities,  although  instructional  priorities  have  . 
Seen  suggested  by  student  performance  oh  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic 
Skni^"^^?he  results  of  an  item  analysis  of  the  ITBS  subtests  were 
made  available  to  all  schools  last  fall.     EvJ.dence  suggests  that 
in  every  school  careful  study  has  been  made  of  student  performance 
on  the  items, ^  and  that  this  performance  has  be6n  an  important  . 
factor,  in  program  planning.  ^ 

While  the  bulk  of  modification  activities  has  occurred 
in  reading,  language,  and  mathematics  in  the  elementary  schools, 
several  s?hoils^ha?e' also  reported  modifications  i" 
tent  sequencing,  and  in  the  integration  of  study  skills  into  the 
cu?ricul^.     On4  school  emphasized  the  development  of  individualized 
pJogr^s^or  children  who  were  identified  by  the  ITBS  as  "deficient 
in  ?eading.     Another  indicated  that  local  assessment  activities  had 
led  ho  the  implementation  of  alternative  instructional  progrMis  for 
kindergarten  children  who  were  identified  at  the  beginning  of  the 


2The  format  of  the  item  analysis  provided  for  the  gro^iping  of 
items  representing  specific  skills. 
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year  as  potential  highrisk,  average,  or  gifted  readers.     Much  ad- 
,  ditional  effort  in  reading  has  been  devoted  to  the  development 
of  instructional  strategies  and  materials  designed  to  improve  stu- 
dents'  functional  reading  competencies. 

*  • 

The  language  arts  area,  including  writing,  grammar, 
usage,  and  spelling,  has  also  been  addressed  by  many  elementary 
Schools.     F6r  example,  an  innovative,  individualized  spelling  program 
has  been  introduced  in  one  school,  while  another  has  begun  to  imple- 
ment a  program  in  qreative  writing  and  literature  for  gifted  children. 

^  In  mathematics,  acknowledgment  has  been  made  by  the 
elementary  schools  of^' individual  differences  in  ability  and  achieve- 
ment through  the  implementation '  of  more  flexible  or^izatidnal 
practices  such  as  regrouping,  individualization,  mixed  large  and 
small  group  instruction,  and  by  the  development  in  one  school  of 
special  mathematics  activities  for  gifted  children. 

^  At  the  secondary  level,  the  results  of  Year  I  assessment 
have  also  been  translated  into  program  modification,  principally  in 
the  ar^as  of  reading,  language,  and  mathematics.     In  addition  to 
intensive  work  in  the  development  of ' activities  and  materials  for 
the  teaching  of  functional  reading  skills,  secondary  schools  report 
that  efforts  are  being  made  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  students  by 
individualizing  the  rq^ding  program, 'and  by  providing  special 
remedial  instruction  to  children  with  deficiencies  in  reading. 

*  In  the.;' language  arts,  middle  and  high' schools  have  re~ 

sponded  to  student  deficiencies  identified  through  assessment  by 
developing  new  writing  courses,  including  a  two-year  sequential 
composition  program  and  a  "Survival  Writing"  program,  ^and  by  intro- 
ducing add^itional  instructional  units  in  grammar  and  usage. 

Finally,  in  mathematics,  many  secondary  schools  report 
that  additional  emphasis  is  being  placed  upon  "functional  mathema- 
tics," including  basic  fdcts,  computational  skills,  and  problem- 
solving.     One  secondary  school  has  re-eyaluatiBd  its  mathematics 
program  in  light  of  both  the  school  objectives  and  its  assessment  " 
^results  and  is  .in.  the  process  of  preparing      resource  book  for 
teachers  that  will  provide  further  assistance  with  instructional 
.activities  and  describe  the  use  of  instructional  materials  in 
mathematics. 

\ 

In  summary,  the  program  modification  activities  that  have 
been  implemented  thus  far  demonstrate  that  the  teachers  and  adminis- 
trators in  Harford  County  are  responding  constructively  and  creatively 
to  the  challenge  of  accountability.     As  greater  sophistication  in 
the  use  of  assessment  results  is  acquired,  it  is  expected  that  new 
programs  will  be  developed  and  present  programs  will  continue  to  be 
adapted  to  meet  the  diverse  needs  of  the  students. 
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E.   .  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement'  of 

Progreims  and  Services 

The  ^conscientious  efforts  of  the  staff  of  the  Harford 
County  public  schools  in  developing  system -goals  and  schopl  objectives 
and  in  impleme^ntin^  and  utilizing  the  accountability  assessment  pro- - 
gram  demonstrate  a  strong  commitment  to  accountability.  -However, 
the  goals- and  objectives  that  have  been  established  as  a  result  of 
the  accountability  program  will  ba-di£ficult  to  attain  unless  certain 
additional  needs  are  met.     The  primary  neted  is  for  the  provision  of  - 
sufficient  additional  time  for  the  staff  (to  .develop  and  implement 
^he  total  program.     This  need  will  become  increasingly  severe  as 
additional  program  and  instructional  deficiencies  are  revealed 
through  assessment  results.     The  additior-1  funding  required  to  meet 
this  need,  however,  has  not  been  provided,,  and  it  seems  evident  that 
without  it  the  steps  ;iecessary  to  overcome  these  deficiencies  cannot 
be  taken.     As  a  result,  the  real  intent  of  the  accountability  program 
will  riot  be  accomplished. 

Unmet  needs  alfeo  remain  in  the  areas-  of  measurement  and 
evaluation.     Since  the  instruments  currently  used  for  statewide 
assessment  do  not  address  all  of  the  state  and  system  goals,  it  is 
evideaii  -that  statewide  efforts  to  identify  and  develop  more  appro- 
priate and  comprehensive  instruments  must  be  strengthened.  Moreover, 
local  efforts  must  be  made  to  determine  valid  and  reliable ' techniques 
for  measuring  accomplishment  of  the  school  objectives.  ^^^^ 

In  spite  of  the  ^Aforementioned  unmet  needs,  the  Harford 
Covinty  school  system  is  responding  positively  to  the  opportunities  ^ 
that  are  presented  by  the  Maryland  Af?countability  Program  for  im- 
proving the  instructional  services  to  its  youth.     The  ability  of  the 
state  and  of  the  local  system  to  sustain  a  positive  point  of  View 
and  to  maintain  interest  and  effort  as  the  accountability  program 
is -expanded  in  scope  and  continued  over  an  extended  period  of  time 
*may  well  be  the  most  crucial  of  the  unmet  neads. 
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HARFORD  COUNTY 

SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY-  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     flQMHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS. 


.-4  -V  » 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

FAMILY 
INCOME 

1  '  

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

"  £  

129,994 

12,472 

8.2 

(4) 

, EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR'OLDER  , 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

-      0.  12»1 

12.1 

SCHOOL  CHARACTE^STICS   (A^  OF  SEPTEMBER,  3.974) 


(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUP'IL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

29.  3X 

16.4 

•  94.91 

C.     piNANClAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973--1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


%  3 


1 

(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALAR,Y 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
Y^RS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIBfciSj^^ 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE  ^ 

33,365 

$12,049 

il9,465 

9. 1-'.' 

"       ■      15.6  \ 

(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16J 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR,  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$968.77 

$731.39 

75. 5X 

$23.58 

(18). 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  POPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCEN^T  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

• 

2.4X 

$8.11 

0.8X 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,    PAGES  50-55,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF.  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.  ' 
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HARFORD  COUNTY  "  .  '  -  ' 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
.    -  SCORES  AND  'ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE'  EQUIVA- 

LENT SCORES,   BY' SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  «GRADE4= 


SKILL 
ARFAS 


(1) 


NUMBER  OF 
STUDFNTS 


VOCABULARY 


6jI 


2790 


2820 


READING 
COMPRE- 
HbSION 


2?R6  ■ 


(3) 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

Tr  -^T' 


(4) 


NUMBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 


(5) 
AVERAGE. 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORES 
(    A  1 


(6) 

Sf ANDARD 
DEVIATION 


(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE, 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 


(8) 


STANDARD 

DEVIATION 


97.71 

-A  

92.15 


83,99 


25 


6 


102.7 


102.3 


102,6 


ib.ll  . 


15.50 


15.25 


15.75 


3.89 


8.93 


1.09 


1.18 


1.71 


1.85 


.3 

2552 

96.92 

25  ' 

102.8  " 

16.il 

3.93 

1.22 

5  ' 

2790  J 

^  97.71 

*  25 
 0^  

102.7 

15.50 

5.69 

1.12 

7 

2820 

92. IS  " 

6 

102.3 

15.25 

7.50  ' 

1.61 

9  . 

-2586 

.83.99 

6  ' 

102.6 

15.75 

8.93 

1.73 

(31 
SPELLING 

3 

2532 

96.92 

25 

102.8 

I     16 . 11 

1.29 

5 

2790 

-  97.71 

25 

102. If 

15.50 

.5.82 

1.68^ 

7* 

2820 

92.45 

6 

102.3 

15.25 

7.42 

1.96 

9 

2586 

83.99 

6 

'  102.6 

15.75 

.8.80 

2.06 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

2532 

96.92 

25 

'102.8 

0 

'  16.11 

4.07 

 1* 

1.25 

5  • 

2790 

97.71 

25 

,  102.7 

 ;  r—^  

15^.50^ 

5.83 

1.61 

7 

2820 

92.45 

6 

102.3 

15.25 

7.47 

1.95 

9 

2586 

83.99 

6  - 

102.6 

15.75 

8.83 

2.11 

15) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

2532. 

96.92 

25 

102.8 

16.11 

\  4.12 

1.40 

5 

2790 

%7.71 

.25 

102.7 

15.50 

5.65 

1.58 

7 

2820 

92.45 

102*3 

15. i5 

7.29 

1.98    '  ^ 

9 

2586 

83.99  „ 

6 

102.6 

15.75 

8.52 

2.13 

♦  SCE  CHAPTER  3*  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
-LENT  SCORES,  BY  SK I LL  AREA  AND' BY 'GprADE*  (GONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 

GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

,(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

.  —  ■  ^-  -  •'^ 

NUMBER  or 

scnboLS 

TESTED- 

<  5 ) 
AVlKAGc 
STANDARD  . 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 
STANDARD 

n c if  T  AT  I riM 
11 C  V 1  A  1  1 UIM 

(SD«) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 

,qRADE 
EQUIVALENT 

'SCORES 
*'(GE) 

(B) 

STANDARD 

TiPJU  T  AT  T  riM 

<(SD) 

(6)  1 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

2532 

96.92 

25" 

102.8 

16.11 

3»90 

1«  37  , 

5 

2790 

97.71 

25 

102.7 

15.50 

5,6b 

'l.68 

7 

2*20 

92. A5 

t:  "       6  ' 

102.3 

15.25 

7.36 

2.00 

9 

25B6 

83.99 

6 

102.6 

15.75 

8.48 

2.15 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

< 

3 

.  2532 

96.92 

25 

10?.  8 

16.11 

^1.11 

1.16 

5 

2790 

97.71 

25 

102.7 

15.50 

5.72 

IM 

7 

2820 

-  92. 'i5 

6 

W2.3 

15.25 

7.38  ' 

1.73 

'  9 

^^^^ 

83.99 

F 

15.75 

8.f^6 

^  1,85 

(8) 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

3 

r 

2532 

96.92 

25 

102.8 

16.11 

3,80 

.95 

'  5 

2790 

97,71 

25 

i02.7 

15.50 

5.66 

1.32 

7 

2820 

92. AS 

6 

102.3 

,  15.25 

7,50 

1.56 

9 

2586 

83.99 

6 

102.6 

15.75 

9,05 

1.81 

{9) 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

2532 

96.92 

25 

102.  B 

16.11 

3,75 

1.07 

5 

2790 

97,71 

25 

102.7 

15.50 

5.A7 

1.30 

7 

2820 

92. A5 

 z  

6  , 

102.3 

15.25 

7,15 

1.59 

9 

2586 

83.99 

6 

102.6 

15,75 
 1  

8.60 

1.77 

(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

2532 

96.92 

25 

102.8 

16J1 

3.77 

.95 

5 

2790 

.  97.71 

25 

102.7 

•  15.50 

-5.56 

1.23 

7 

2820 

*  92.^^5 

6 

102.3 

15.25 

7.33 

.  1.^18 

9 

102.6  . 

15.75  ' 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  68-69,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —.COMPARISON  OF'YEAR  I   (1973-1974)  WITH 

\eA^  II    (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
/\BILITY 

,  3 

102.5-^ 

-  102.8 

5- 

101.5 

ID2.7 

.  7 

.102,6 

102.3 

9  ' 

105.2  , 

102.6 

VOCABULARY 

.  3.85 

3.89 

5.61 

5.61 

7  ' 

7.39 

7.11 

9.05  • 

3.93' 

3.93 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3. 

5.68  .  . 

5.69 

7 

•  7.50 

9 

8.89 

*  8.93 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 


3 

1.08, 

1.11 

5  - 

5.75 

5:72 

7 

7.3? 

7.38 

8.80 

•  8.66 

3 

3.71 

3.?7 

MATHEMATICAL 

5 

5.61  ■ 

5.56 

TOTAL  . 

7 

7.35 

7.33- 

9 

■  8.97  

8.82 

«  SEE  CHAPTER  5,  PAGES  70-71,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOP.  JNTERPRETIMG  THIS  TABLE.  *■  . 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  11  ARE 
FROM  DIFFER,p(iT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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HARFORD  COUNTY  (BAKER  FIELD  -  MEADOWVALE) 

TA]|LE  5.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCftS  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAHE 

CRaPC 
ORGAN! 
ZA1 ION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
rNROlL- 

MINT 

(2) 

PUP  II  / 

RATIO 
(3) 

PFRCFNT 
AVrKA.GC 

DAILY 
ATUN- 
DANCF 

1 

\ 

TOT/tL 

NO. 

AVfRAnr  YFARS 
rXPtRlCNCE 

PERCCNT 

STAFF 
HASICR'S 

DCCRfC 
OR  AUUVL 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

HltDlAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOIHfR 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOML 
(i) 
(12) 

TCACHl K 
(b) 

ADHIN. 
(6) 

TCACHi  R 
(71 

ADMlN. 
(0) 

BAKERFIELD  ' 

■4 

K-5 

604  ^ 

21.7 

95.6' 

29.0 

2.0 

10.8 

17.5 

19.0 

9.6  . 

12  .-2 

10 1 638 

BEL  AIR 
• 

K-6 

796 

21.7 

96.2 

3A.7 

2.0 

11. 1 

8.5 

19.1 

8.3 

12.2 

12.A75 

CHURCH V I LLE 

K-6 

^62' 

• 

19.1 

96.0 

27.5 

2.0 

8.3 

17.5 

r6.9 

7.9 

11.7  , 

10,594 

DARLINGTON 

K-5 

259 

17.3 

95.7 

1^.0 

1.0  , 

13 . 3 

lA.  5 

20.0  t 

ft  • 

13.6 

>  * 
11.0 

9231 

DEERFIElD 

K-6 

663 

19.8 

95.6 

31.5 

2.0 

6.1 

28.7 

20.9 

6.9 

12.1 

9e3A 

DUBLIN 
•  • 

K-6 

A69 

16.7 

96.0 

26.0 

2.0 

9.2 

18 . 5 

17.9  ^- 

lA.A 

10.8 

9098 

EDGEWOOD  CEDAR  DRIVE 

K-5 

915 

16.5 

9A.5 

52.5 

3.0 

6,7 

.  '9.5 

17.1 

10.2 

12.3 

10.138 

0 

FOREST  HILL 

K-6 

1, 

483 

19.3 

96.2 

23.0 

2.0 

ft. 6  ^ 

10.5 

2A.0 

A. 9 

12.1 

12tlA6 

4 

J4ALLS*  CROSS  ROADS 

P-5 

592 

17.7 

9A.5 

31.5 

2.0 

9.7 

13.3 

28.3 

15. A 

12.1 

8505 

HAVRE  DE  GRACE 

739 

19.7 

9A,5 

35.5 

2.0 

11.5 

10.5 

2A.0 

13.2 

11.1 

'9A76 

HICKORY 

K-6 

9X8 

20.6 

96.0 

A2.5 

2.0 

10.2 

12.5 

33.7 

11. A 

12.1 

12  t030 

( 

\^\  GHLAND 

K-6 

/A  3  5 

19. 1 

9A.8 

21.8  - 

1.0 

10. X 

15.5 

3A.2 

9.1 

> 

10.9 

8789 

niLLSOALc 

K~  5 

A  80 

J<0.  J 

95.8 

?  7  c 

2.0 

10.0 

21.5 

33.9 

« 

.  11. A 

e9A0 

HOHESTpAD 

4-6 

eA8 

21.7 

97.1 

37.0 

2.0 

10.6 

10.3 

35.9 

3.7 

12.2 

I3f 295 

JARRETTSVILLE 

K-6 

738 

22.6 

96.2 

30.7 

2.0 

9. A 

'21.7 

19.9 

8.6, 

11.5 

10,670 

JOPPATOMNE 

K-6 

76A 

20. A 

9r.i 

35.5 

2.0 

7.5 

18.0 

29.3 

•  2.6 

12. A 

12,863 

MAGNOLIA 

K-6 

7A0 

21. A 

96  «0 

32.5 

2.0 

3.2 

W.5 

20.3 

5.8 

NA 

NA 

HEADOWVALE 

K-5 

621 

19.7 

96.0 

29.5 

2.0 

»  12.3 

12.5 

22.2 

6.8 

11.5 

10, ISA 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS'^AND  SOURCES' 'OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HARFORD  COUNTY   (BAKER  FIELD  -  MEADOWVALE) 


TABLE  4, 


llARFOHP  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYblLH 


SCHOOL  LEVEL        S.CHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  ' 

SKILL  ARLaS 


VOCAiniLARY 

SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE  AVLRAGE  AVEPAtiE     MARY-  OlFFfR- 

,  LAN^)*  LhCt 

^/  SA5  Cn  NORM 


RtAOlNG  C0M|iREME:ri5l0M 


language:  total 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 
GE  NORM 


OIFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      OlFFCR-  AVCRAGE  MARY- 


ence 


or 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GC 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER^ 

ENCE 


BAKERFIELD  ELEH 


3  \0?^,S 
b  1U3,1 


3.79 
D,79 


3,76 
5»,39 


4  .03 
•f  .40 


3.95 
5.07 


3.83^ 
5.«»3 


.12 
.M4 


5.n2 


4.21 
5.66 


-.03 
♦  .26 


3.75 
5.46 


3.A1 
5«63 


-.06 
-.15 


BLL  AIR  lLLM 


3  1U4.3 
5  106.3 


b.02 


3.nl  i,?? 
5. on  4.34 


3.90 
0.00 


3.09 
5.70 


•f  .09 
•f  .30 


4.15 
6.12 


4.27 
5.93 


.12 
.19 


3.A2 
5.77 


3«Q6 
5.09 


-.04 
-.12 


CHURCHVILLt  tLEM 


DARLINGTON/ ELEM 


3  1U?.7 
b  104.9 


3  lOO.B 
5  94.0 


3.91 
5.50 


3.04 
b.lO 


3.71 
5.5^ 


3,59 
4.^9 


4.?0 
-.05 


4.25 
♦  .59 


4,03" 
5,5a 

3,90 
5,37 


3,7B 
S.'jO 
J 

3^65 
4,06 


♦  .25 

♦  .00 


♦  .25 
^.71 


4,14 

5,!i5 


4,13 
5,15 


4,16 

5,ai 


4,04 
4,90 


-,02 
-•26 


♦  ,09 

♦  «25 


^,00 
5.46 


3,76 
4,90 


3*77 
5,7a. 


3«66 
4,91 


♦  ,03 
-*32 


.10 
.^01 


DLERFIELD  ELEMENTARY  3  101^4 
5     103; 1 


3.69 
5.44 


3.63 
5.39 


♦  .00 
4  .  05 


3.90 
5.53 


3.09 
5.43 


♦  .21 

♦  •10 


3.79 
5^50 


4.00, 
5.60 


-.29 
-.16 


3.6a 
5.3a 


3.69 
5.63 


-.01 
-.25 


DUBLIN  ELEM 


3  101.6  ^  3.77 
5     1U1.7  5.42 


EUGEWOOD-CEOAR  ORIV^  3      94,7  <i^3,14 
b'     97,1  5.14 


3,64 
5,27 


3,19 
4,06 


,4,13 
♦  ,15 

i 

-ro5 
4»2n 


3,97 
5,55 


3,17 
5,12 


3.71 
5.31 


3.24 
4.92 


.26 

*24 


^-.07 
♦  .20 


4,05 
5,43 


3,:^a 
s,ia 


4,09 
5,55 


3,63 
5,16 


,04 
.12 


-.25 
♦  .02 


3,72 
5.43 


3#10 
5.16 


3,70 
5,52 


3,30 
5,15 


♦  •02 
-.09 


-.20 
♦  «01 


FOREST  HILL  ELEM 


3  lOO./i  4.17 
5     104,6        5, 55 


3,59 
5,53 


♦  ,50 

♦  •n? 


4,33 
5,09 


3.05 
5.55 


♦  .II 


4.?a 

5.75 


4.04 
5.79 


♦  .24 
-,04 


4,02 
5,50 


3,66 
5,75 


♦  «36 
-.25 


tiALLS  CROSS  ROADS 


3  99,9 
b  93,0 


3,42 
4,^3 


3,53 
4,50 


-,11 

4,3:\ 


3,42 
4,96 


3.59 
4.57 


-.17  3.70 
♦.41  5,14 


3,96 
4,62 


-,26 
♦  ,32 


3,57 
5,10  . 


^,61 
4^63 


-,0H 
4,27 


HAVRE  DE  GRACE  ELEM     3  98,5 
b  96,2 


r:3,73 
5.30 


3.44 
4,76 


♦,2o  3,77 
«,00  5,36 


3.50 
4.04 


4.27 
♦  .54 


4.P3 
5.36 


3.86 

5.09 


♦  .27 


3.46 
5.39 


3.53 
5,06 


-.07 
♦  .31 


HICKORY  ELEM 


3  104.7 
5  1U6.5 


3.93 
5.60 


3.64 
5.69 


•f.09  4,05 
-,01  5,61 


3^91 
5,71 


♦  .14 

♦  .10 


4,b9 
5,79 


4.,  29 


♦  .20 
-.16 


4.02 
5^57 


3.86 
5,90 


♦.14 
-.33 


HIGHLAND  ELEM 


3  97,7 
5  96,2 


3,73 
5,33 


3,39 
'4,96 


4,34  J0  3,66 
♦  ,37  W  S,62 


3*44 
5.01 


♦  .22 

♦  •t.1 


4,01 
5,46 


3.63 

5.25, 


♦  .18 

♦  .23 


3.56 
5.55 


3,48^ 
5«24 


♦  •10 

♦  .31 


HILLSUALE 


3  100,6 
5  1U2,0 


3,86 
!W.06 


3,59 
5.37 


♦,29  3.65 
-,29  5,14 


3.65 
5.40 


♦  .00 
-.26 


3.79 
5.25 


4,1)4 
5,04 


,2S 
,39 


3,64 
5,21 


3,66 
5,01 


-^02 
-,40 


homestead  elem 
uarrettsvzlle  ELEH 


5  106,7 


3  99,1 
b  100,3 


6*09 


3.67 
b.04 


5;7l 


9,48 
5,15 


4,30  6,00 


4,39  3,72 
4 ,89  •  5,9U 


5.73 


3.54 
5.19 


♦  .3'i 


0.09 


♦.16  3.86 
♦.79  »  5.74 


5.96 


3*92 
5.43 


♦  •13 


-,06 
♦  ,•31 


5,96 


3,57 
5,66 


5;.9l2 

3,56 
5,41 


•♦,04 


♦  •01 

♦  *27 


JOPPATOWNt  ELEH 


3  108,7 
5  104,7 


4,20 
0,08 


4,10 
5,54 


4,10  4,20 
4,54  6,04 


4,10 
5.56 


♦  .06 

♦  .48 


4,/|'| 
6, 10 


4,50 
5,80 


-,12 
4,30 


4,06 
5,77 


4,12 
5,76 


-•06 
4^01 


MAGNOLIA  ELEM 


3  96,0 
5  96,6 


3.^1 
5,20 


3,28 
4,82 


4,03  3,44 
4,44  5,22 


3.33 
4.U0 


♦  .n 

4*34 


3.S7 
5.14 


3.72 
5,12 


-.15 
♦  .02 


-  3.30 
5.16 


3.36 
5,11 


-•08 
♦  •05 


MeADOnVALE  ELEM 


3  1D2,1 
b  102,0 


3.87 
5.7g 


3^67 
5.30 


•ftPO  3.80 
♦.46  5.73 


3.74 
b.33 


♦  •14 

♦  .40 


11.03 
6.01 


4tJ2 
5.57 


-.09 
♦  .44 


3.64 
5.64 


3.73 
5. 54 


-•09 
♦  •10 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  74*-T5f   FDR  DEFtNlTIDN  DF  TERMS,   EXPLANATtDN  DF  ASTERISK  (*)  ACCDHPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDItES  PRDVIDE&  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HARFORD  COUNTY   (NORRISVILLE  -  NORTH  HARFORD:  SR  JR) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


HARFORD  2 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(L) 

TOTAL 
SCHOUL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4  ) 

TOTAL 

NO.  . 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
STAFF 

MASTER'S 
DEGREE 

OR  ABOVp 
19) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 
VAN— 
TAGED 
(LO) 

MED I  AN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 

mother' 

(LL) 

'•=DU\ 
FArilLY 
n.CO'lc 
(1) 
(12) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(0) 

NOaftlSVILLE 

K-6 

276 

2L.9 

93»6  " 

LL.6 

L.O 

L2.6 

LL.O 

52.4 

7.3 

L0.9 

9560 

OAKINGTON 

K-5 

726 

LB. 9 

95.9 

36.5 

'  2.0 

1 

L0.7 

2L.3  " 

26.0 

8.9' 

L2.3 

6339 

PROSPECT  HILL 

K-6 

506 

L6.6 

96»7 

28*.  5 

2.0 

5.2 

LL.5 

26.2 

LL.2 

LL.9 

LLt747 

RIVERSIDE 

K-6 

6M 

L9.2 

97.2 

3L.5 

2.0 

8. 8 

L7.0 

29.9 

i.8 

L2.4* 

L2.877 

slat^  ridge 

K-6 

250 

L9.a 

95.9 

LL.6 

L.O 

LL.3 

LO.O 

.44.4 

'  9.2 

L0.9 

863L 

wakefield 

wm  ^aca  old  post  rd 
>youths  benefit 
aberdeen  middle 

f^DG^HOOD  MIDDLE 

harve  de  grace 
aberdeen  $r  high 

BEL  Ala  MIDDLE 
BEL  AIR  SR  HIGH 
EDGEWOOD  SR  HIGH 
HARVE  DE  GrXcE  SR 
JOPPATOWNE  JR  SR 

NORTH  HARFORD  SR  JR 


K-3  953        2L.7      96.0  42.0 


K-5 


883        L9.6      94.7  42.0 


((-6         Ltr63         L9.4       97.0  57.0 


6-8  L.533  L8.4  95.2 
6-8  L,L43  L7.3  93.5 
6-8 


80.2 


64.0 


867  L8*l  93.2  46.0 

9-L2  Lt7L9  L7.4  9L^8  95^6^ 

7-8  2r074  L8.2  96.0  LIL.O 

9-L2  3,207  L8.2  95.5  L7L.0 

9-L2  L,293  L7.0  9L.5  73.0 

, 9-L2  879  L6.9  90.7  50.0 

7-L2  Lf 5L0  L8.6  93,4  70,0 


7-L2       Lt833        L9.5  94,2 


9L,0 


2,0  .      LL,7  L6,5  L3,6 

3,0  8,7  15.8  26,7 

3,0  8«0  LL^O  29,2 

3,0  7*^  L6,0  3L,5 

2,0  ^,8  22,0  33,3 

2,0  8,9  L2,0  27, L 

4,0  9,0  L'b,4  45^5 

3,0  8,L  L6,3  34,2 
* 

5,0  9,^  L7,2  40,9 

3,0  L0,0  L8,0  40^8 

2,0  8,L  20,0  28,8 

3,0  5,3  L6,3  29,6 

3,0  9,4  L2,5  35.1 


3,7 


2,4 


L2,2  L3.295 
LL,2  L0t554 

L2,2  L2t648 


L0,6  ,L2,L 


9407 


7,4    ,  .LL,8  L0t35L 


II. 0    «  11,2 

) 


9624 

'  LL,3  12,1    c  94L0 

6,5  L2,L.  L2t38^ 

7,5'  L2,L  L2.386 

7.7  L2,0  L0t688 

LL,9  LL,2  9624 

5,0  L2,3  L2,4L9 


LO,L  1L,L 


9687 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PAGES  72-73t  FOR  DE»=1N1T10N  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLl:, 
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HARFORD  COUNTY   ( NORK I SVI LLE  -  NORTH  HARFORD  SR^JR) 


TABLE  4. 


HARFOHO  COUNTY 
SCHOOL .SYSfbM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*      ^  . 

Skill  areas 


VOCABULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  feRAOE  AVERAGE  AVERAISE  MARY- 

LAND 


Re^OlNG  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


Ot  I^RM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DlFPFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVCRAGE  MARY 


EMCE 


GC 


LAND 
NORM 


cnCc 


-  GE 


LAHO 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


dtffer- 

tNCE 


NORRlSVILLE  LLEH 


3  103.9 


3.92 


3.79 
!i.«<9 


13 
-.02 


3.9U 
5.51 


3.66 
5.52 


4.  on 

-.01 


H»23 
5.20 


H.2H 
5.76 


-.56 


3.7H 

5,60 


3.6(1 
5.72 


-.10 
-.12 


OAKINGTON  LLLMENTARY  3  103.5 
5  103.3 


PHOSPeCT  MILL 

RIVERSIDE 

SLATE  RIDGE  ELtM 


3  lOU.B 
5  lOU.O 


3  107.«» 
5  107.7 


3  101.3 
5  1U2.0 


3.0(» 
5.22 


U.15 


H,2H 
6.16 


3»96 
5.U2 


til 


3.B(» 
5.«»7 


((.01 
5. BO 


3.62 
5.30 


4.0ft 
-.19 


4.31 
4.57 


4.23 
4.36 


4.3*1 

4.12 


3.92 
S.dB 


M.Ol 
5.B6 


H.Ml 
6.03 


M.OB 
5.26 


3.B3 
5.(m 


3.92 
5.50 


U.09 
5.B2 


3.69 
5tf33 


4.09 
4.  OH 


4.09 
4  .36 


4.32 

4.21 
4.^ 

-.05 


11.37 
6.06 


«».n7 

5.76 


M.38 
6.33 


«».15 
U.99 


H.21 
5.6B 


H.30 
5.7H 


H.H7 
6.05 


H.07 
5.57 


4.16 
4.3B 


-.23 
4.02 


-.09 
4.2B 


4.  OB 
-.56 


3.66 
5.7(J 

3.65 
5.70 


H.12 
5.9H 


3.76 
5.39 


3.61 
5.65 

3,69 
5.70 

H.OH 
6.00 


3.69 
S.5U 


4.05 
4,13 


-,0H 
4,00 


4  ,06 
-,06 


4,07 
-.15 


WAKtFlELD  ELEM 


3     110.5  «.«3 


WM  PACA  OLD  P05T  RD    3  97.6 
5  100.9 


3.U3 
5.37 


(1.21 


3.39 
5.20 


4.22    .  (».(«5 


4.0U 
4.17 


3.M2 
5.57 


U.30 


3.M5 
5.2»» 


4.15  H.63 


-.03 
•4.33 


3. ((6 
5.59 


U.66 


-.05  U.26 


3V»«»  '  -.36 
&.H6  4.11 


3.36 
5.36 


H.22  4.06 


3.HB 
5.H6 


-.10 
-.10 


YOUTHS  BLNEFIT  CLEM    3  106.6 
5  105.5 


ABEROEtN  MIDDLE 
EOGtWOOD  MIDDLE 
HARvE  OE  GRACE 
ABERDEEN  SR  HIGH 
BCL  AIR  MIUULE 
DIL  AIR  SH  MIGH^ 
EbGtl^OOD  SK  HIGH 
HAVRE  DE  ORAtE  5R 
«JOPPATOWNE  Jft  SR 


7  ioo;3 

7  96.9 

7  96.5 

9  101.3 

7  105.3 

9  106.3 

9  96.9 

9  98*.  5 


7  103.0 
9     103. U 


((.27 
6.03 


.7.01 
6«99 
6.91 
6;  56 
7.62 
9. ((2 
6.66 
6.51 


7.77 

9,m 


3.96 
5.61 


6.77 
6.61 
6.35 
6.U2 
7.31 
9.00 
6,1(( 
6.10 


7^15 
6.67 


4.31 

4.^2 


4.2t) 

4.36 
4.56 
4.16 

4.51 

4. ((2 

4.51^ 
4.((1 

4.62 
4.(»7 


((.32 
5.99 
A 

7.15 
7.1(» 
7.20 
6.61 
7.63 
9.(»1 
6.65 
6. ((6 


7.61 
9.00 


U.0(( 
5.63 


0.79 
6.65 
'  6.m 
6.36 
7.30 
6.9(» 
6.06 
6.03 


7.1(» 
6.60 


4.2ft 
4.36 


U.(»^ 
5.65 


4.U7 


4.57 


4.U3 


4.67 
4  .UO 


7.01 
7.05 


4.  36 
4.UQ 
4.79  •  7.02 
4.25  .6.26 
4f^i53 


7.71 
9.1(1 
6.36 
6.16 


7.69 
6.7(* 


U.(»2 
5.66 


6.69 
6.76 
6.53 
6.39 
7.37 
6.69 
0. 16 
6.12 


7.J|3 

6. fro 


4.01 
",01 


4.12 

4.29 
4  .U9 
-.13 
4.3(» 
4.25 
4.2a 
4.06 


4,7M6 
4.m 


H.09 
5.72 


6.<>5 
6.99 
1&.9U 
6.(15 
7.62 
9.33. 
6.59 
6.22 


7.53 
6.91 


3.99 
5.62 


4.10 
-.10 


7.03 
^.69 
6.6H 
6.51 
7. is 
9.05 
6.25 


-.06 
4.10 
4.30 
-.06 
,4,07 

4,3i| 
6,21'  4.01 


7.39 
6.7(1 


♦  .Id 
4.17 


NORTH  HARFORO  SK  JR     7  103.2 
9     100. H 


7.26 
6.53 


7.0^ 
6.32 


4.:>0 
4.21 


7.3H 
6.66 


7.06 
6*26 


4.  iff. 
4.U2 


7.P7 
6.H9 


7.17 
6.30 


4.10 
4.19 


7.(17 
6.59 


7,33 
6,II2 


♦  .in 

4,17 


«  SEE  CHAMER  3.   PAGES  7^-75,   FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SODRES.  AND 
IN^Ric?^5^^F0R  INTERPR  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  S^CDRES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.14        Howard  County 


Introduction 

The  Howard  bounty  public  school  system^  continues  to  be 
the  most  rapidly  growing  system  in^the  state.     Between  1969  and 
1974,  Howard  County's  public  schools  show  a  46.5  percent  in- 
crease in  enrollment.     In  the  same  period,  the  state  school  sys- 
tem averaged  a  0.2  percent  increase.     Much  of  this  increase  has 
been  related  to  the  migration  of  students  into  the  county.  This 
migration  is  die  largely  to  the  development  of  the  City  of 
Columbia.  • 

Responsive  to  the  anticipated  needs  of  this  changing 
pupil  population,  the  staff  of  the  Howard  County  public  schools 
planned  and  implemented  the  educational^trategies  of  increased 
individualization,  nongraded  classes,  mkm  teaching,  and  open 
enrollment.     Further,  objective-based  instruction  is  becoming  an 
on^aing  process  in  curriculum  and  program  development. 
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^*  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

Howard  County"^  s  activities  during  the  first  year  of 
the  accountability  program  were  directed  toward  aligning  county  L 
goals  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  with  the  goals  j 
specified  in  the  State  Accountability  Model.     These  activities 
were  coordinated  by  a^bcounty  committee  of  teachers,  principals-, 
and  supervisors.     During  this  first  year,  the  committee  accomp- 
lished the  following  tasks: 


Translated  the  state  goals  into  county  goals  and 
behavioral  objectives;  "  -  , 

•  Determined  the  grade  placement  at  which  each  ob- 
jective Should  be  .achieved  across  all  schools  f- 
in  Howard  County;  cmd 

•  Assembled  th'e  objective  statements  and  recommended 
achievement  levels  by  subject  area  into  objective 
handbooks  and  distributed  these  handbooks  to  ihdi-  ' 
vidual  schools. 

ft 

^  •    Accountability  activities  during  the  second  year  of  the 
program  have  been  directed  toward  the  implementation  of  these  ob- 
jectives at  the  individual  school  lo^el.     It  was  the  responsi- 
bility of  each  school  to  use  the.  objective  han4books  as  guides 
in  predicting  the  ^rade  levels  at  which  80  percent  of  the  stu- 
dents within  a  school  would  master  each  objective.  Additionally, 
each  school  was  to  identify  the  types  of  measures  to  be  used  to 
assess  sfbdent  successes  in  achieving  the  behavior  specified  in 
th6  objective.     This  grade  placement  activity  was  a  carefuily 
monitored  process  as  shown  dn  the.  Monitoring  Flowchart  at  the  end 
of  this  narrative.     The  term  "flowchart"  applies  to  the  fact  that 
the  objective-setting  process  is  graphically  depicted  as  a 
sequence  of  six  procedural  stages.    All  steps  .within  each  stage 
are  identified  sequentially;  all  foreseeable  outcomes  at  each 
step  are  shown;  and  the  steps  following 'each  outcome  are  desig- 
nated. ^  o. 

*  f 

Each  sqhool  in  the  system  has  submitted  plans  indicating 
the  grade  levels  at  .which  each  objective  identified  in  the  objective 
.handbooks  is  expected  to  be  mastered.     Each  set  of  plans  has  been 
monitored^  and  all  schools  are  currently  implementing  these  instruc- 
tional objectives.  U 

B .  Local  Assessment  Activities  ,    * ' 

Norm-referenced,  instruments  have  been  emphasized  in  the 
State  Accountability  Program.     In  the  traditional  sense,  these 
instruments  have  made  available  to  iQcal  decisionmakers,  information 
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that  allows  an  individual  student,  a  school",  or  a  school  system 
to  be  compared  with  some  well-defined  grojup  or  groups  that  took  , 
the  test  under  similar  conditions.     In  the  nontraditional  sense, 
the  State  Accourtability  Program  has  allowed  local  decision- 
makers to  measure  more  directly  the  impact  of  an  instructional 
program  on  a  stildent  population  by  allbwing  meaningful  compari- 
sons between  similar  student  populations  attending  schools  in 
the  state.     This  unique  feature  of  the  Maryland  Accou|lj^ility 
Program  has  added  precision  to  the  evaluation  proces^||^71owever , 
the  instruments  currently  being  used'^in  the  accountab^ity  pro- 
gram do  not  have  the  specif icity^or  are  they  implemented  in  a 
design  that  allows  for  the  identiTfication  of  specific  skills  a 
student  needs  to  master  while ^the re  is  still  time  left  in  the 
academic  year  to-  teach  these  skills. 

Howard  County's  assessment  activities  are  directed  at  the 
development  and  implementation  of  an  objective-based  testing  approach 
in  Grades  K-8  that  may  alleviate  these  weaknesses.     The  objective- 
based  tests  will  identify  the  skills  a  student  cannot  perform  prior 
to  and  during  the  instructional  process.     Once  this  information  is 
gathered, -the  student  is  placed  at  the  proper  Step  in  an  instruc- 
tional sequence.     Learning  is  measured  in  tgrms  of  the  new  skills 
a  student  can  perform  at  the  end  of  the  academic  year. 

The  differences  in  specificity  and  interpretation  reflect 
the  differing  purposes  of  these  tests.     It  is  well  that  both  kinds 
of  tests  will  exist  in  the  county.     Instructional  decisionmakers 
need  both  the  specificity  of  the  objective-based  ^tests  and  the  com- 
parative characteristics  of  the  norm-referenced  measures  to  assess 
curriculum-  across  school  systems.  •  '  -a 

C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  1974-75  accountability  data  provided  by  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Assessment  Program  indicate  the  level  at  which  stu-. 
dents  are  performing  at  -the  time  of  testing.     These  data-,  when  . 
analyzed  alone,  do  not  indicate  growth  in  ac^idemic  achievement. 
Therefore,  the  1974-75  data  were  compared  with  data"*  collected  over 
the  past  five  years'*  so  that  academic  progress  within  and  across 
grades  could  be  determined.     It  is  from  this  poipt  of  view  that 
the  following  analysis  is  made.  ^  . 

1 .       Within  Grades  , 

This  analysis  indicates  that/  when  comparing  the 
1974-75  lowci  Tests  results  with  Iowa  baseline  data 
in  1970-71,  student  cjchievement  as  measured  in       .  ^ 


'•  9  n 
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grade  equxvalents  continues  in  an  Upward  tr%nd  in 
terms  of  subtest'  totals  and  composite  scores  in 
Grades  3,  5,  and  7.  . 

•  4 

When  comparing  the  1974-75  Iowa  Tests  'results  with 
1973-74  Iowa  baseline  data^  s^tudent  achievement 
levels  in  1974-75^ as  measured  in  grade  equivalents r 
have  been  maintained  at  the  relatively^high  levels 
achieved  in  1973-74  in  Grade  3,  have  increased  in 
Grade  5  and  7,  and  have  maintained  the  9.2  g^rade 
V equivalent  composite  score  achieved  in  1973-74  for 
Grade  9.     This  ^conclusion  is  supported  by  the  fol- 
lowing:     s  ^        •  •  " 

Grade  3 

With  1970-71  test  scores  as  feaselipey  county 
mean  scores  increased  frjom  3.9  tO''4.2  (three 
months)  in  vocabulary ^  increased  from  4.0  to 
^     4.2  (two  months)  in  reading ^  increased  4.1  to 
4.5  (four  months)  in  tota:jt 4 language  skills^ 
and  frdm  3.9  to  4.0  (one  iibnth)  in  total  arith- 
metic skills r  while: ^f^neral  ability  levels 
increased  1. 3  units  J^06,4  to  107.7). 


With  1973-f74  test  scores  as  baseline r  county 
mean  scores  increased  from  4.1  to  4.2  (one 
mortth).in  vocabulary,  increased  from  4.1  to 
4.^  (one  month)  in  reading/  and  remained  the 
Same  in  total  language  skills  (4.5)  and  totals 
arithmetic  skills  (4.0),  while  general  ability 
levels  remained  approximately  the  same  (107.4  . 
to  107.7)  . 


^  Grade  5 


With  1970-^71  test  scores  as  baseline,  count^y^ 
mean  scores  increased  from  5.9  to  6.1  (two 
months)  in  voqabulary,  increased  from  5-,  7  to 
6.0  (three,  months)  in  reading,  increased  from 
5.7  to  6.2  (five  monj:hs)  in  total  language 
skills,  and  increased  from  5.6  to  6.1  (five 
months)  in • total  arithmetic  -  skills ,  while 
general  ability  levels  decreased  0.9  units 
(107.6  to  106.7) . 

With  1973-74  test  scores  as  baseline,  county 
mean  scores  increased  from  5.9  to  6.1  (two 
months)  in  vocabulary,  increagsed  from  5.9  to 
6.0  (one  hft>nth)  in  reading,  increased  from 
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6.1  to  6.2   (one  month)  in^tdtal  language 
skills,  and  increased  from  6.*0^to,  6*1  (one 
month)   in  total  arithmetic  skiiqisr  while 
general  ability  levels  increase^  1.2  units 
^  (105.5  to  106.7) .  ^  ■ 

Grade  7 

With  1972-73  test  scores  as  baseline,  the 
oldest  avail^le  baseline,  cotinty  mean  scores 
increased  from  7.6  to  7.7   (one  month)  in 
vocabulary,  increased  from  7-2  to  7.6  (four 
months)   in  reading,  increased  from  7.2  to  7.7 
(five  months)   in  total  language  skills,  and 
increased  from  6.9  to  7.7   (eight  months)  in 
total  arithmetic  skills,  while  general  ability 
levels  decreased  4.4  units   (108.7  to  104.3). 

With  1973-74  test  scores  as" baseline,  covinty 
mean  scores  increased  7.6  to  7.7.,  (one  month) 
in  vocabularjL,  7.5  to  7.6  in  reading,  7.6  to 
7.7  in  total  Hinguage  skills,  and  7.6  to  7.7 
in  total 'arithmetic  skills,  while  general 
abiiity  levels  decreased  1.5  units  (105.8  to 
104.3). 


Grade  9 

Only  tyo  testing  points  are  available  for 
Grade  9:     one  testing  point  in  1973-74  and  one • 
testing  point  in  1974.-75.     This  lack  of  data 
prevents  a  clear  tirend  line  from  being  estab- 
lished and  may  aloud  instructional  impact  with 
student  population  differences. 

^fiowever,  with  1973-74  test  scores  as  baseline 
county  mean  scores  decreased  from  9.3  to  9.2 

•(one  month)   in  vocaibulary,  decreased  from  9.2 
to  9.1   (one  month)   in  reading,  remained  at 
9.1  in  total  language  skills,  decreased  from 
9.1  to  9.0  in  total  arithmetic  skills,  and 
remained  at  9.2  for  the  composite  score,  while 
general  ability  levels  increased  0.7  units 
(105.3  to  106.0) . 


Across  Grades 
Grade  3 


The  mean  Iowa  composite  score  of  students 
tested  in  the  eighth  month  of  instruction  is 
4.2  grade  equivalents.     This  county  mean  com- 
posite score' is  well  above  the  national  nbrm 
by  approximately  four  months.     The  county  sub- 
test scores  in  vocabulary,  reading .comprehen- 
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•sion,  language  tptal,  and  mathematics  total 
average  approximately  five  months  above  the 
state  normB  on*  each  respective  subtest. 

Grad3  5  .  j 

The  mean  Iowa  composite  score  of  students 
^tested  in  the  eighth  ijionth  of  instructiprt  is 
•6.1  grade  equivalents.'  This  county  mean  score 
is  above  the  national  norm  by  approximately 
J:hree  months.     The  county  subtest  scores  in 
vocabulary,  reading  comprehension^  language 
totals  and  mathematics  total  average  approxi- 
mately  seven  months  above  the  state  norms  on 
each  respective  subtest. 

Grade  7  -    .  >; 

The  mean  Iowa  composite  score  of  students,  teamed 
in  the  seventh  month  of  instruction  is  7.7  g|?Ade 
equivalents.     This  county  mean  score ''is  eqi^^a- 
lent  to  the  national  norm..    The  county  subtest 
scores  in  vocabulaify,  reading  comprehension, 
language  total ,  and  mathematics  total  average 
approximately  seven  months  above  the  state 
norms  on  each  respective  subtest. 

Grade  9 

The  mean  Idwa  composite  score  of  students  tested 
in  the  seventh  month  of  instruction  is  9.2  grade 
equivalents.     This  county  mean  score  is  below 
the  national  norm  of  9.4  by  approximately . two 
months.     The  county  subtest  scores  in -vocabulary , 
reading  comprehension,  languyage,  totals  and 
mathematics  total  average  approximately  six 
months  above  the  stat^  norms  on  each  respective 
subtest. 


below. 


The  data  in  support  of  these  conclusions  may  be  viewed 
Achievement  levels  aire  reported  in  grade  equivalents. 


Howard 


State 


Vocabulary 

3 
5 
7 
9 

Reading 
Comprohonoion 

3 
5 
7 
9 


4.15 
6.11 
7.72 
9.24 


4.17 

5.98 
7.59 
9.14 


3.56 
5.25 
6.85 
8.48 


3.63 
5.29 
6.87 
8.42 


Language 
Total 

3 
5 
7 
9 

Mathematica 
Total 

3 
5 
7 
9 


Howard 


r.5a 

'6.23, 
7.65 
9.13 


4.01 

6.10 
7.66 
9.04 


State 


4.01 
5.53 
6.98 
8.46 
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Prcferain  Modification  Activities 


D. 

^        Since  accountability  wiil  place  increased. .emphasis  on 
s.tudent  learning  outcomes,  instructional  models  are  being;  refined 
that  will  proyide  more  frequent  feedback  of  learning  outcomes 
to' administrators  and  teachers  during  the  ins't:ructiQnal  process. 
This  increase  in  frequency  of  feedback  will  enable  teachers  to 
increase  specificity  of  instruction  and  will  result  in  program 
modifications  and  improvements  that  will  assure  that  each  stu- 
dent achieves  his  potential. 


E. 


Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services 


The  development  of  accountability  support  systems  requires 
a  reallocation  of  resources  and  the  setting  of*  different  priorities 
at  both  the  state  and  local  level.    Human  resources  skilled  in 
psychome tries,  objective-based  inslsructioh ,  and  s^tems  analysis 
are  needed.     Financial  rpsources  a:re  needed  to  retrain  staff,  pro- 
vide differentiated  Staffing,  and  d,evelop  support  systems*  directed 
towpird  increased  ^'sifudent,  learning  rates.     Such  resources  will  be 
needed  to  permit  improvement  of  those  programs  and  services  related 
to  the  Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  Program. 
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*  \_  /  *       '  HOWARD  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNJ  TY-*AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFI  LE*. 


A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


TOTAL 
POPULATION 

<2) 

MEDIAN  ' 

FAMILY 

INCOME 

(3)  \i 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

65,167 

$16,086 

5.0 

C4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  \YEARSJ_ 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  Y£ARS) 

12.4 

12.3 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER.  1974) 


(6)  , 

(7) 

(•) 

(9) 

(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS  * 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

23,123 

&J*1,907 

$20,0^0 

7.8 

17.9 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER*S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
•  RAtE 

33. IX 

16.5 

94. 6X 

C.  ^FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FHR  1973-19.74  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


\,C14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 

expenditures  for 
instrucTtion 

^EA  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

»i,i22*ao 

S816.55 

72.  7X 

$24.06 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

.  (19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.  IX 

$7.33 

0.7X 

4  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF ' TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY 
TABLE  2. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NDNVEJIBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


(1) 

(^) 

(3) 

NUMBER  OF 

PERCENT  OF 

SKILL 

STUDENTS 

STUDENTS 

ri?  APr 

rM7ni  1  f  n 

(4) 


NUMFiTR  OF 
SCHOOLS 

M  r  T  r  n 


(1) 


VOCABULARY 


1703 


1975 


1854 


1909 


(2) 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 


1708 


1975 


1854 


1909 


{5) 

Average 
standard 

AGE 

SCORES 

( »  >  •;  > 


108  J 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 


(7) 

average 

GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 

(r.i  ) 


(8) 


STANDARD 
DCVIAT lOM 


107.9 


106,1 


107.^ 


lfl,96 


14,85 


15. Pn 


4,15 


6,11 


7,72 


9.24 


1,11 


1,49 


1.73 


1.9J 


108,1 


107,9 


106,1 


107,3 


15,68 


14,96 


14,85 


4,17 


1,27 


5.98 


7,59 


9,14 


1.51 


1,69 


.79 


(3) 

SPELLING 

3 

170-a 

96.55 

23 

108.1 

15.68 

4.65             1  1.34 

5 

1975 

99.65 

23 

"  107.9 

14,96 

6.22 

1*68 

7 

,  1854 

99.14 

10 

106.1 

14.85 

7.59 

2.05 

9 

1909 

B6.90 

6 

107.3 

15.80 

8.97 

2.24 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

t 

3 

1708 

96.55 

23 

108.1 

15,68 

4.43 

1.28 

5 

1975 

99.65 

23 

107.9 

14.96 

6,23 

1.63  ' 

7 

1854 

99.14 

\  10 

106.1 

14.85 

7.80 

2.05 

9 

1909 

86.90 

6 

107.^ 

15.80 

9.22 

2.26  ' 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

1708 

^        23  ^ 

^  108,1 

15.68 

4.61 

1.45 

5 

1975 

i 

99.65 

23 

107,9 

14.96 

6.19 

1.61  ' 

7 

1854 

99.14  „ 

10 

106.1 

14.85 

7.59 

2.05 

'  if 

1909  " 

86.90 

6 

107,  3 

15.80 

9.05  ^ 

2*^15 

♦  $EE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFI-NITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY 


TADLL   2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVEI^GE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES?  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(li 

GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS* 
ENROLLED 

C3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(A) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE  . 
(SAS) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

tSD) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(6) 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

1700 

96.55 

23 

108.1 

15.68 

A. 32 

1.38 

5 

1975 

99.65 

23 

107.9 

1A.96 

6.25 

l.tl 

7 

185A 

99.  lA 

10 

106. 1 

1A.85 

7.65 

2.00 

9 

1909 

86.90 

6 

107.3 

15.80 

,  9.26 

2.18 

17) 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

1708 

23 

108.1 

15.68 

i|,50 

.  1.21 

'  5 

1975  ^ 

99.65 

23 

107.9 

11.96 

6.23 

1.17 

7 

185^1 

99.1^1 

'  10 

106.1 

^1.85 

7.65 

1.81-  . 

107  J  

15,80 

1.97 

(d) 

MATHEMATICAL 

CONCEPTS 

3 

1708/ 

96.55 

23 

108.1  15.66 

A. 08 

.99 

5 

1975 

^  99.65 

23 

107.9 

1A.96 

6.29 

1.50 

a  7 

185A 

99.  lA 

10 

106.1 

lA.ftS 

7.82 

1.75 

9 

1909 

86.90 

6 

107.3 

15.80 

9.2A 

1.94 

(9) 

MATHEMATICAL 

PROBLEMS 

3 

1708 

96.55 

23 

108.3^        i  15.68 

3.9A 

1.08 

5 

1975 

99.65 

23 

107.9 

r 

1A.96 

5.90 

1.37 

7 

185A 

99.  lA 

10 

106.1 

14.85 

7.50 

1.69 

9 

1909 

86.90 

6 

107.3 

15.80 

8.85 

1.8A 

(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

1708 

96.55 

23 

108.1 

15.68 

I.Ol' 

.98 

5 

1975 

99.65 

'  23 

107.9 

1^1.96 

6.10 

1.36 

7 

185^1 

99,1^1 

10 

106.1 

1^1,85 

7.66 

1.63 

9 

1909 

86.90 

6 

]07.3 

15.80 

9.01 

1.79 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER 


3,  PAGES  68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCE^  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY  ^ 

TABLE   2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

107.5 

108.1 

5 

105.8 

107.9 

7 

105.8 

106,1 

9 

105.5 

107.3 

VOCABULARY 

3 

.  il.lO 

1.15 

5 

5.93 

5.11 

7 

7.50 

7.72 

9 

9.25  . 

9.2i) 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

n.m 

^.l7 

5  : 

5.89 

5.98 

7 

7.53 

7.59 

9 

9.15 

9.11 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

i).i)5 

1,50 

5 

5.08 

5.23 

7 

7.57 

7.55 

9 

9.12 

9.13 

iifi»'  .iTli  -^ltT 

HATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.97 

<J.01 

5 

5.95 

5.10 

7 

^  7.52 

7.55 

9 

9.10 

9,01  ' 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  70-71,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOP   INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS, 
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HOWARD  COUNTY   (ATHOLTON  -'  SWANSF  I  ELD ) 

♦ 

TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  "  COMMUNITY  "AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE+ 


HOWARD  1 


«                             '  ■  

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
il) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENRHLL- 

MCNT 

(?) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAJLY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(A) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTE  R ' 5 

DEGRFE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
D I S A  D- 

VAN- 
TAGED 
1X0} 
' — I  

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(XX) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
l.'.COME 
(S  ) 
(12) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

-I 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

ATHOLTON 

K-5 

580 

23.^ 

96.2 

23.0 

2.0 

10.7 

10.3 

20.0 

0.0 

X2.6 

X5t679 

BRYANT  WOODS 

K-5 

A63 

21.5 

95.9 

19.5 

2.0 

0.1 

13.  0 

23.3 

l.X 

X4.6 

X5i2X7 

CENTENNIAL  LANE 

K-5 

525 

22.0 

96.1 

20.0 

3.0 

0.4 

22.7 

30.4 

4.2 

3*2.3 

X4f695 

o 

\ 

CLARKSVI LLE 

K~5 

20.5 

95.7 

2A.5 

2.0 

9.3 

X5.fr 

4X.5 

X.2 

X2.3 

X5i300 

ELKRIDGE 

K-5 

532 

2A.2 

SJ5.1 

20.0 

2.0 

7.2 

20.5 

22.7 

4.6 

XX. 6 

V 

XXi305 

ELLICOTT  CITY 

K-5 

All 

19.6 

96.7 

19. 0 

2.0 

X0.3 

24.5 

33.3 

6.6 

X2.2 

X2f 263 

FAULKNER  RiDGE 

K-5 

393 

20.7 

96.5 

17.0 

2.0 

0.x 

X6.5 

36.0 

0.0 

X4.X 

X5t293 

GUILFORD 

K-5 

275 

15.3 

96.x 

X6.a 

2.0 

7.0 

X0.5 

33.3 

7.5 

XX. 0  '*aXi028 

.  HAMMOND 

K-5 

AID 

20.0 

96.9 

X0.5 

2.0 

9.0 

X5.X 

43.9 

6.0 

X2.2 

X3,775 

JEFFERSON  HILL 


LISBON 


LONGFELLOW 


NORTHFIELD 


PHELPS  LUCK* 


ROCKLAND 


RUNNING  BROOK 


STfVENS  FOXIEST 


SWANSFIELD 


K-6 


K-S 


K-5 


K-5 


K-5 


K-5 


K-5 


K-5 


K-5 


NO  RESOURCE  DATA  AS  OF  9/74 

545        20.6       94.8          24.5  2.0  X0.9        9.^5  26.4 

54X        22.5       96.7           22.0  2.0  5.9  X4.5  25.0 

503        X7.6       96.^          27.5  X.O  7.0  44.0  2X.X 

0 

550        2X.5       96.2          24.0  2.0*  6.5  X6.5  23. X 

401        X0.9       96.x          24.5  X.O  9.3  X7..5  37.3 

V 

370        X9.0       97.0           X0.,5  X.O  5.4  XX. 0  30.5 

572        24.9       95.5          22.0  X.O  .  4.0  X0.O  26. X 


9.x  XX. 9  XXf4X5 


0.0  X4.e  X5fX97 


3.3  X2.3  X4i505 


X.4  X2.5  .X3f940 


X2.0.,      X2.X      X3t4  37 


X.O  X4.0  X5iX97 


3.0  X2.7  X5i668 


457        20.0       95.6  20.0  2.0       '   5.5       X5.0       45.5  0.0  X3.X  X5t420 


♦  SEE  Chapter  3t  faces  72-73f  for  definition  of  terms  and  sources  op  data  provided  in  this  table. 
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TABLE  4. 


hokari)  county 

SCHOOL  SYbUM 


HOWARD  COUNTY   (ATHOLTON  -  SWAtlSFIELD) 

SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

•  SKILL  ARtAS 


VOCAUULARY 

NAMii  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGC  MARY- 

LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DXF)^CP-  AVERAGE    MANY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER- 


ErXE 


GE 


LANU 

Noim 


ENCe 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 

NORM 


EHCE 


ATHOLTON 


3'  112.6 
b  113.1^ 


<*.27 
b.62 


6, 2d 


•.on 


i|.55 
6.53 


6.27 


♦  .11 

♦  -26 


H.66 
6.76 


H.62 
6.50 


-.16 
4.26 


ti.ia 

6.65 


i».3t» 
6«(»3 


-.16 


6HYANT  WDUUS 


3  110.0 
b  111.6 


6.^9 


«».18 

6.m 


«.3?i 


•1.27 
6.M5 


t».27 
0.15 


♦  .on 

♦  .30 


H.n5 
6.<j6 


H.65 
6.37 


-.10 
♦  .19 


6.6M 


4.  19 
6.31 


-.05 
♦  .33 


etNTENNIAL  LANE 


tl2.1 
109.9 


4.30 
6.03 


4.31 
5.99 


-.01 
«  .04 


4.36 
5,96 


4.41 
6.U0 


-.05 
-.04 


4.74 
6«21 


4.79 
6.23 


-.05 
-.02 


4.05 
5.9d 


4.31 
6.17 


-.26 
-.19 


CLARKSVILLE 


3  105.0 
5  107.3 


3.93 
5.6B 


3.a6 
5.77 


♦  .07 
-.09 


3.84 
5.78 


3.93 
i.76 


-.09 
♦  .00 


4.16 
6.15 


4.31 
6*01 


-.15 
♦  .14 


3.78 
5.66 


3.90 
5.97 


-.12 
-.31 


ELKRIOGE 


3  105.0 
5  104.6 


3.61 
5.55 


3.91 
5.53 


-.30 
4  .02 


3.dl 
5.44 


3.99 
5.55 


■  IB 

■  11 


3.99 
5.52 


4.37 
5.79 


-.30 
-.27 


3.52 
5.51 


3.95 
5.75 


-.43 
-.24 


ELLICOTT  CITY 


3  105,4 
5  105.4 


4.05 
5.75 


3.08 
5.60 


♦  .17 

♦  .15 


"4.23 
5.54 


3.96 
5.62 


♦  .27 
-.08 


4.60 
5.85 


4.34 
5.86 


♦  .26 
-.01 


4.16 
5.90 


3.92 
5.82 


♦  .24 

♦  .08 


FKULKNER  RIDGE 


3  108.7 
5  112.3 


4.41 
7.92 


4.10 
6.21 


♦.31  4.47 
♦1.71  •  7.21 


4.18  . 
6.21 


♦.29  4.84 
♦  1.00  7.39 


4.56 
6.43 


♦.28  4.27 
♦.96  «  6.76 


4. 12 
6.36 


+.15 
♦  .40 


GUlLrURD 


101.7 
98.0 


3.70 
4.74 


3.  ^ 

4 .  <if 4 


♦  .06 
-.?0 


3.36 
4.55 


3.71 
5.00 


-.35 
-.45 


4.40 
4.91 


4.10 
5.24 


♦  .30 
-.33 


3.77 
4.93 


3.71 
5.23 


♦  .06 
-.30 


HAMHOUD 


3  111.4 
5  111.0 


4.61 
6.66 


4.27 
6.09( 


♦  .3fi 

♦  .57 


4.57 
5,94 


4.36 
6.10 


♦  .21 
-.16 


4.87 
6.74 


4.74 
6.32 


♦.13  4.17 
♦.42  6.64 


4.27 
6.26 


-.1*0 
♦  .3A 


JtFFEKS  HILL 


3  108.5 
5  10^.0 


3.95 
6.35 


4.08 
5.65 


-.13 
♦  .70 


4.0D 
6.19 


4.17 
5.67 


-.17 
♦  .52 


4.08 
6.04 


4.55 
5.91 


-.47 
♦  .13 


3.  84 
5.70 


4.10 
S.  86 


-.26 
-.16 


LISOOU 


3  101.3 
5  99.4 


3.74 
5.47 


3.62 
5.07 


♦  .1? 

♦  .40 


3.63 
5.23 


3.69 
5.11 


-.06 
♦  .12 


4.?1 
5.78 


4.07 
5.35 


♦.14  3.74 
♦.43  5.47 


3.69 
5.34 


♦  .05 

♦  .13 


LONGrELLOW 


3  109.4 
5  109.2 


4.59 
6.45 


4.14 
5.93 


♦  .'15 

♦  .52 


4.^9 
6.53 


4.23 
5.94 


♦  .46 

♦  .59 


4.85 
6.53 


4.61 
6.17 


♦  .24 

♦  .36 


4.43 
6.53 


4.16 
6.12 


^♦.27 
♦.41 


northfielD 


3  111.5 
b  109.0 


4.43 
6.04 


4.28 
5.92 


♦  .15 
«.12 


4,44 
6,04 


4.37 
5«93 


♦  .07 

♦  .11 


4.84 
6.34 


4.75 
6.16 


♦  .09 

♦  .18 


4.i7 
6.45 


4.28 
6.10 


-.11 
♦  .55 


PHELPS  LUCK 


3  106.5 
5  109.7 


4.12 
6.24 


3.95 
5.98 


♦  .17 

♦  .26 


4.11 
5.92 


4.03 
5.99 


♦  .08 
-.07 


4.39 
6.42 


4.41 

6.21 


'".02 
♦  .21 


3.87 
6.17 


3.99 
6.16 


-.12 
♦  .01 


KUCKLAND 


3  108.5 
5  101.5 


4.07 

5^  86 


4.08 
5,25 


-.01 
♦  .61 


4.02^ 
5.65 


4.17 
5.29 


-.15 
♦  .36 


4.35 
5.74 


4,55 
5.53 


-.20 
♦  .21 


3.86 
fi.64 


4.10 
5.50 


•^.24 
♦.IH 


fiUNfUNG  UHOOK 


3  111.0 
5  107.2 


4.36 
5.94 


4.24 
5.76 


♦  .12 

♦  .10 


4.31 
5.8U 


4.34 
5.77 


-.03 
♦  .03 


5.09 
6.04 


4.71 
6.01 


♦  .36 
-.17 


4.66 
5.84 


4.25 
Sa96 


♦.41 
-.12 


SIEVEnSS  FOHtST 


3  110.3 
5  114.2 


4.28 
6.15 


4.20 
6,37 


♦  .08 
-.22 


4.31 
6.25 


4.29  ^.02 
6.37v^  -.IP 


4.88 
6.26 


4.67 
6.59 


4.21 
-.33 


4.13 
6.73 


4.2l 
6^52 


-.06 
♦  .21 


SWAHSFIELO 


3  109.0 
5  10-^.1 


4.23 
6.12 


4.11 

5,75 


♦  .12 
4.37 


4.29 
5.90 


4.20 
S.77 


♦  .09 

♦  .13 


4.70 
6.39 


4.56 
6.00 


♦  .12 

♦  .39 


3.90 
6.00 


4 


■1.13 
5.95 


-.23 
4.05 


♦  see  CHAPTER  3t  rACeS  TWS,  FOK  definition  of  tERHS,  eXPLANAriON  OF  ASTERISK  (*l  ACCDMPANVIN6  "PIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SreCtAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETINC  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVISED  IN  THIS  TAn:^. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY  (TALBOTT  SPRINGS  -  HOWARD  HIGH) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


HOWAKD  2 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I > 
ZATION 

11)  * 

 -« 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENftOLL- 

MCNT 

(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 
DAILY 

ATTEN- 
DANCE 
(4) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER  *S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVC 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED 
( 10  J 

MEDIAN 
EDUC A- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(121  1 

TEACHER 
(5) 

APHIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
(7» 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

TALBOTT  SPRINGS 

K-5 

578 

23.6 

95.4 

22.5 

2.0 

6.3 

11.  5 

12.2 

12.6 

14,338 

THUflDER  HILL 

K-5 

'  522 

22.2 

96.  8 

21.5 

2.0 

%  5.6 

19.5  ^ 

ft"-' 

1.4 

12.5 

13,948 

WATERLOO 

K-5 

454 

18.2 

95.5 

22.0 

3.0 

7.1 

19.2 

24.0 

4.6 

1?«1 

12,649 

WEST  FRIENDSHIP 

K-5 

611 

22.2 

9&«0 

25.  5 

2.0 

6.6 

16*  3 

43.6 

5.2 

12.1 

12,479 

'  WHISKEY  BOTTOM  ROAD 

K-5 

465 

20.7 

94.6 

20. 5 

2.0 

7.4 

15.0 

31.1 

•  •8 

11.7 

10 f  346 

CLARKSVILLE  MIDDLE 

6-9 

432 

18.0 

95.8 

22.0 

2.0 

9.7 

21.0 

41.7 

0.8 

12.3 

15,387 

DUNLOGGIN  MIDDLE 

6-8 

556 

19.2 

96.9 

27.0  , 

2.0 

5.6 

19,7 

41.4 

3.4 

12.3 

14,489 

ELLICOTT  CITY  MIDDLE 

6-8 

547 

18.2 

94.7 

28.0 

2.« 

6.8 

23.5 

26.7 

'  6.3 

12.2 

12,705  , 

GLENWOOD  MIDDLE 

6-B 

720 

19.7 

94.6 

35.0  ' 

2.0 

8. a 

13.0 

21.6 

7.3 

12.0 

12f  3|^4S 

HAMMOND  MIDDLE    '  \ 

6-8 

545 

17.0 

95.2 

30.0 

2.0 

4 . 8 

10.0 

21.9 

5.6 

12.3 

12,767 

HARPERS  CHOICE  MIDDLE 

6-8 

419 

16.8 

95.1 

23.0 

2.0 

6.7 

23.5 

40.0 

0.8 

14.  3 

15,258 

*  OAKLAND  MILLS  MIDDLE 

6-8 

644 

19.  5 

96.0 

31.0 

2.0 

6.5 

22.6 

33*3 

1.4 

12.5 

14,726 

PfTAPSCO  MIDDLE 

6-8 

619 

17.2 

95.4 

34.0 

2.0 

7.4 

14.0 

30.5 

7.8 

12.2 

14,85S 

WATERLOO  MIDDLE 

6-8 

646 

19.1 

94.2 

32.0 

2.0 

7.7 

18.5 

35.3 

5.2 

li.7 

11,359 

WILDE  LAKE 

6-i 

S14 

17.1 

93.4 

28.0 

2.0 

5.9 

23.5 

30.0 

1. 1 

14*6 

15,220 

ATHOLTON  HIGH 

9-12 

1,088 

20.5 

91.8 

51.0 

2.0 

9.2 

1^5 .3 

39.6 

6.0 

12«i2 

12,813 

GLENELG  HIGH 

9-12 

985 

20.7 

93.9 

44.5 

3.0 

11.3 

16.  8 

47.4 

7.0 

12. 1 

12,563 

HOWARD  HIGH 

•  f-12 

1,  306 

20.7 

89.3 

59.0 

4.0 

12.3 

16.  3 

52.4 

5.9 

12^0 

11, 081 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED         THIS  TABLE. 
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TABLE  4. 


HOMARU  CuUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSICM 


HOWARD  COUNTY  (TALBOTT  SPRINGS  -  HOWA^  HIGH*) 

SCHOOL  LEVEL  "  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORE-S  + 


SKTLL  AREAS  ' 


VOCABULARY 


READ I NO  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME         GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      OirFrP-  AVERAGE    MAKY-      OlFFf^R-  AVERAGE    HAf^Y*      OIFFCR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


SAS 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


Ehcr 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


LAND 
NORM 


CNCI; 


GE 


LAND 
NODH 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


TALOOTT  SPKINGS 


THUfjOCR  HILL 


WATEKLDO 


tfCST  FRIENDSHIP 


3  10H.2 
5  106.9 


3  111.0 


3  100.2 
&  112.1 


3  109.H 
5    107. a 


WHISKEY  BOTTOM  ROAD    3  lOH.a 
5  103.7 


CLAfiKSVILLE  MIDDLE  7  100.4 

DUNL06G1N  MIDDLE  7  100. H 

CLUCOTT  CITY  MIDDLE  7  103.7 

GLENWOOD  MIDDLE  7  105.7 

HAMHOi^D  MlUOLe  7  IDM.O 

HARPERS  CHOICE  MIDOL  7  107.9 

OAKLAc^  HILLS  MIOOLC  1  107.6 

l>ATAPSCO  MIDDLE  7  107«7 

WATERLOO  MIDDLE  7  90.5 

WILDE  LAKE  7  110,2 

ATHOLTON  HIGH    .  9  IQH.tl 

•ICNELG  HIGH  ,9  10*».6 

HOWARD  HIGH  9  105,1 


3. 90 
6,20 


4.36 
6.57 


II. OH 
5.95 


H.25 
6.M5 


3.22 

5.m 


0.20 

0.07 

7.72  ^ 

7,53 

7.50 

7.97 

7.05 

7. 65 

6.75 

0.1^ 

0.69 

9.00 

t.9i| 


3.01 
5.73 


Hi  30 
6.22 


3.55 
6.19 


5.76 


3.04 
5.H5 


7.65^ 

7.65 

7.m 

7,35 

7.17 

7.69 

7.56 

7.57 

6,57 

7.01 

^.70 

0.01 

0.06 


4  .00 
4.55 


4,06 
4.35 


4.«IO 

-.2H 


4,11 

4.69 


3,0b 
6.17 


4,35 
6.59 


11.02 
5.A9 


II.32 
6.111 


-.62  •  3.07, 
-.04  5.33 


0.02 
7.97 
7.60 
7.50 
7.H4 
7.02 
7.62 
7,H9 
♦,lfl  '  6.76 
4„26  7.63 
«,09  0.65 
4.19  fl.92 
4:t)0  0,03 


4,63 

4.42 

4.50 

4.10 

4^.33 
4.30 
4.29 

4.00 


3,  no 

5.75 


M.39 
6,21 


3.61 
6.19 


4.23 
5.77 


3.92 
5.40 


7.61 
7.61 
7.13 
7.34 
7.16 
7.56 
7.53 
7.54 
6.61 
7.79 
0.72 
0.74 
O.OO 


-i03 
4.42 


-,04 
4.3& 


♦  .41 
-.30 


3ifl6 
6.20  , 


4,34 

6,67 


4.52 
6.17 


4.09  4,69 
4.64  t    6, AO 


.05  t  3ilO 
.15  5i29 


*.41 

♦  .36 

♦  »47 

♦  •24 
4«20 

♦  •26 
4.09 
'-.OS 
4.15 

♦  .04, 
.r.07 

♦  .10 

♦  •03 


0.03 

7.01 

7.72 

7.71 

7.41 

7.91 

7.74 

^.77 

6.65 

7.9;V 

0,46 

0.75 

9.15 


4,26 
5.90 


4,77 
6.44 


4.00 
6.41 


4.61 
6.01 


4.30 
5.71 


7.67 

7.67 

7.22  - 

7.H1 

7.25 

^•62 

7^59 

7.60 

4.72 

7.^4 

o.7d 

0.72 
0.77 


-.40 
4.22 


3.65 
5.02 


-.43  4.31 
♦.23  0  6,67 


♦  ,52 
-.24 


♦  «36 
4.14 

♦  .50  ^ 

♦  .30 

♦  .16 

♦  .29 

♦  .15 

♦  .17 
-.07 
*,09 
-».24 

♦  .03 

♦  .30 


3.71 
6.10^ 


♦.00  4.26 
4.79»*  6.47 


-1.12  •  3.24 
-.42  6.27 


7.07 
7.06 
7.76 
7.70 
7.67 
7,77 
7.71 
7,47 
6.70 
6.13 
0.60 
0.92 
0.71 


3.06 
5.93 


4.30 
6.37 


3.62 
6.35 


4.16 

5,96 


3.09 
5.60 


7.06 
7.06 
7.30 
7.59 
7.41 
7.01 
7,7|J 
7.79 
6.05 
0.05 
0,05 
0,07 
0,^2 


-.21 
-.11 


♦  .Ot 

♦  .30 


♦  .09 
-.17 


♦.10 
♦  ,51 


-,65 
-.41 


♦  ,01 

♦  ,00 

♦  •30 

♦  .11 

♦  .26 
-.04 
-i05  - 
-.32 
-•07 
♦.00 
-,25 

♦  ,05 
-,2I  i 


4  SEE  CHAPTER  3»  MCCS  74-75»  FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK         ACCDAFANVINO  «D1 FFERENCE«  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  IJ^YERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  iN  THIS  TAILE. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY   (MT'HEBf^ON  -  WRDE  LAKE) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  'LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC, SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


• 

• 

HOWARD  3 

#  *-  . 

SCHOOL  NAHE 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(3.) 

TnT  A  1 

TOT  AU 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

HCNT 

(2) 

< 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO' 
(31 

PERCENT, 
AVERAGc 

DAILY 
ATTtN- 
DANCC 

(4) 

TOTAL 

MO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

oro  rr  (it 
PtRLCNT 

DISA,^ 
VAN- 

TAGED 
(10) 

-HT  ' 

MEDIAN 

EDUCA- 
TION OF 
JM0TH6R 
(11) 

media:. 

FAMILY 
(LI 

(12)  1 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7» 

ADMIN. 

(n) 

HT  HEBRON 

9-3.2 

3.1324 

V 

92.6 

59.5 

3.0 

B.2 

13.6 

46.4 

7.2 

12.3*  ' 

14 1 810 

OAKLAND  HILLS  HIGH 

9-3.2 

637 

20.9 

92.4 

37.0 

3.0 

7.9 

16.5 

52.5 

v."-' 

12.6 

15,195 

WILDE  LAKE 

!^12 

liO90 

16.1 

91.1 

57.5 

3.0 

7.2 

1^5.6 

39.7 

2.2 

13.3 

15.079 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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HOWARD  COUNTY   (MT  HEBRON  -  WILDE  LAKE) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 


AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


HOMARO  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTtH 


Skill  areas  '  ^ 


VOCADULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME/*    ^RAOE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      OIFFEH-  AVERAGE    MARY-      OlFFEH-  AVERAGE    mJs^Y-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY 


SAS 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


tr  CE 


CE 


LANU 
NORM 


lncl 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCC 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DTFFER- 
tMCE 


HT  ICURON 

9 

109,0 

9.<t3 

9.32 

4.11 

9,«i3 

9.25 

♦  .lA 

9.«*7 

9.16 

4.31 

9.36  • 

9.34 

♦  ,02 

OAKLAND  MILLb  HIGH 

9 

111.0' 

9.7<J 

9,5!> 

4.19 

9.^9 

-.05 

9.5«» 

9.36 

♦  .Ifl 

9.56 

-.22 

WILDE  LAKE 

9 

109.1 

9.61 

9,33 

♦  ./O 

9,5<» 

9.27 

♦  .27 

9.27 

9.17 

«.10 

9.?5 

«''9.35 

-,10 

SEE  CHAPTER  3,  fAGES  7-i-75,  FOR  DEFINITION"  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANjilTION  OF  ASTERISK  (•!  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.^ AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM. LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.15         Kent  County  , 


V 


A.  ^    Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Proqr^  ^ 

For  the  second  year  in  a  row,  the  professional  educators 
of  Kent  County  have  devoted  much  time  to  the  establishment  of  goals 
and  objectives  for  the  students  in  the  county.     These  educators 
believe  that  goal  setting  is  a  meaningful  avenue  for  serving  students 
and  their  educational  needs.  •  , 


Professional  staff  in  every  county  school  met  in 
committees  and  as  whole  faculties  in  early.  September  1974  to  prepare 
their  goals  for  Year  II  of  the  accountability  program.  The 
supervisors,  principals  and  teachers  involved  set  learning  goals  for 
each  grade  level.  .  Th»e  action  in  school  classrooms  was  taken  to^ 
ensure  that,  students  met  these  goals. 

For  example,  consultants  from  the  University  of  Maryland 
shared  their  expertise  with  school  committees  assigned  to  set  goals 
for  reading.     As  a  result  of  these  consultations,  the  tri-bapal 
reading  program  was  evaluated.     Wh^n  rtecessary,  adjustments  in  cur- 
riculum, reading  materials  and  supplies  were  made  to  better  meet  the 
goals  and  objectives  for  reading.     Consequently,  most  of  the  middle  - 
school  students  are  reading  at  or  above  predicted  grade  levels. 
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/  As  a  result  of  meetings  between  educators  in -Kent .  C6unty 

yand  outside  consultants,  each  teacher  in  Kent  County  is  aware  of 
and  sensitive  to  the  goals  and  objectives  for  students  at  'eacii 
gx:;ade  level.     These  meeting^  were  held  in  the  belief  that  the  goals 
of  the  accountability  program  are  best  inet  when  teachers  have  a 
broad  perspective  of  systemwide  goals;  for  example,  fifth  grade 
teachers  are  acquainted  with  the  goals  and  objectives  that  had 
been  set  for  their  students  as  fourth  graders.     This  gives  the 
teacher  a  viewpoint  from  which  to  appraise  tj?e  skfdls  each  fifth 
grader  brings  to  his  classroom  in  September,     Teachers, are  also 
very  aware  of  the  goals  their  students  are  to  achievfe  in  fifth 
grade.     Curriculum,   learning  materials  and  lesson/plans  are  de- 
signed to  meet  these  goals,/   In  addition/  it  is  Relieved  that  the 
teachers  should  know  what  will  be  expected  of  the  students  in  the 
following  years.     Thus,   fifth  grade  teachers  know  what  learning 
skills  will  be  expected  of  their  students  as  they  enter  the  sixth 
grade  and  what  skills  will  be*  expected  in  subsequent  years. 

This  broad  vantage  point  hAs  enabled  county  educators 
to  better  understand  the  state's  accountability  goals,  to  relate 
-these  goals  to  the  needs  of  students  on  all  grade  levels,  arid  to 
adapt  their  teaching  and  curriculum  to  meet  these  goals.    ^It  is 
extremely • important  that  professional  educators  view  their 
classroom  teaching  in  light  of  the  impact  on  children's  learning 
in  the  years  before,  during,  and  after  individual  contact  with 
them.     In  addition,  an  understanding  of  the^  interrelationship 
between  grade  level,   school  level,  and  systemwide  goals  and  ob- 
jectives, is  emphasized  in  Kent  Count^. 

B.  Local  Assessment  Activities  ^ 

V 

H^weveft^  the  setting  of  l^earning  goals  and  objectives 
is  not  a  static  prpcesfi.'    These  goals  and  objectives  are  contin- 
uously examined  ahd  revised,  as  the  present  technological  society 
demands  incre^^ed  lear|ning  skills.     Consequently,   in  this  second 
year  of  accountability ,  additional  steps  have  been  taken  to  provide 
appropriate  and  medningj^ul  education  for  the  student. 

.  County  educators  are  engaged  in  a  detailed  examination 
of  the  test  result^  of  every  student.     An  item  analysis  of  these 
results  was  aimod  ^t  providing  further  inf ormation^fci  student 
achievement  with  r&spect  to  the  learning  goals  and  wjoctives . 
This  statistical  review  of  test  results  shows  that  the  present 
curriculum  seems  to  be  appropriate  for  the  goals  and  objectives 
that  have  been  set.     However,  further  refinements  are  being  made 
in  the  curriculum  and  learning  materials  as  educational  goals  ^ 
become  increasingly  more  specific.  > 
« 

^      ,  In  addition,  countywide  testing  of  all  studentis* 

Kindergarten  to  Grade  4  is  conducted  under  the  Elementary  and 
Sedqndary  Education  Act  (ESEA) ,  Title  I  program.     This  testing 
helps  to  identify  specific-  learning  difficulties  in  grade  school 
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children,  and* curriculum  can  be  specialized  to  meet  these  needs.  . 
Early  identification  of  learning  difficulties,  combined,  with  early 
act-ion,  is  essential ' to  Jthe  successful  education  of  students..  The 
results  of  'the  Title  I  program  serve  as  an  avenue  by  which  educa- 
tional specialists  can  treat  learning  disabilities. 

Anothem  countywide' program  that  helps  in  meeting 
goals  and  objectives  is  the  Early  Identification-  Program.^  Mothers 
6£  kindergarten  children  are  interviewed  individually  when  their 
child  enters  school  for  , the  first  time.     The  information  provided 
by  each  another  is  coupled  with  teacher  observations  to  evaluate 
the  abilities  of  each  child  as  he  or  she  enters  the  kindergarten 
program.     Adjustments  in  teacher  materials,  educationaL  programs, 
and  curriculum  c^n  then  be  made  to  keep  abreast  of  changes  ,in  ^ 
future  school  |)Opulations . 

Each  of  these  programs,  In  addition  to  othpr  county- 
wide  testing  programs,  assist  the  educators  of  Kent  County  in 
setting  and  refining  goals  and  objectives,  and  complement  state- 
wide goals.     Awareness  of  the  statewide  goals,  information  about  ^ 
future  Kent  Coilnty  school  populations,  detailed  testing  and  e>alu- 
ation  of  students'  educational  needs,  and  broad -perspective  of  , 
the  state  accountability  program  all  combine  to  produce  quality 
education  in  Rent  County.  '  „ 

C .         „        Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  results  pi  county  educators'  ?:ommitment  to  setting 
and  meeting  the  goals'and  objectives  of  the  accountability,  program  ■ 
wUl  p!easl  the  citizens  of  ker^  County.  Students  ^  every  grade 
aid  school  performed  well  when  compared  with  other  students  of 
similar  ability  and  background  throughout  the  state.     Test  scores, 

■  parilcula?iy  in  readijig  "  comprehension ,   language  '  f  ^^^?f 
matics,  indicate  that  the  school  ' system  commitment  to  the  goals 

■  and  objectives  of  accountability  is  being  met  with  success  _ 
Reading  comprehension,  language,  and  vocabulary 

County-schoSls  to  be  an  average  of  one-half  year  to  three-quarters 
.of  a  year  above  similar  schools  throughout  Maryland. 

Results  for  Grade  3  are  particularly  noteworthy. 
ThJ^  grade  students  are  performing  significantly  higher  than  • 
other  similar  third  graders  throughout  the  state.     In  some  cases,' 
Kent  Countyv third  graders  areimore  than. one  year  ahea^  of  their 
statewide  peers.     These  results  are  due, in  part, to  emphasis  on  . 
programs  to  identify  learning  weaknesses  early  in  the  student  s 
school  career.  "      '     .  .  • 

In  the  middle  sch6ols,  students  ar6  plerfori^g  at  grade 
level,  as  expected.,  or  several  months  ahead  of  similar  fifth  and 
seventsh  grader's  in  the  state.     One  area  of  particular ,  strength  . 
'is  thd^language^ development  skills  of  county  middle  school. students , 
In  several  cases,  students  arfe  performing  over  half  a  year  beyond 

<^         ......  ' 
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similar  students  in  Maryland.     Students  at  Kent  County  High  School 
consistently  perform  above  similar  ninth  graders.     For  example, 
total  language  scores  are  more  than  six  months  ahead  of  other  Mary- 
land ninth  gr.aders. 

V 

.Overall, , the  students  in  Gtades  3,  5,  7 ,  ^nd  9  in  Kent 
County  performed  very  well  on  the  second  year  of  Maryland's  account- 
ability  program.     They  are  meeting  the  learning  goals  and  objectives 
set  for  them. by  county  educators.     When  compared  with  similar  students 
throughout  the  state,  Kent  County  students,  in  almost  all  cases,  are 
learning  on  grade  level,  and  in  many  cases  several  months  to^ a  year 
beyond  grade  level. 

^-  Program  Modification  Activities  - 

As  a  result  of  the  accountability  testing,  several  pro- 
gram modifications  have  bgen . initiated.     For  example,  at  one  elem- 
entary school,  the  professional  staff  familiarized  themselves 
with  the  accountability  program  results.     Then,'  the 'staff  was  divided 
into  committees  by  grade  level  and  met  to  fiiscuss  school  level 
results  in  terms  of  the  goals  and  objectives  established  for  that 
school  and  the  entire  school  system.     This  particular  elementary 
school  staff  decided. to  utilize  learning  stations  to  increase 
student  performance  in  mathematics.  The  learning  stations  were  used 
to  provide  a  variety  of  problem-solving  situations  and • to  stress  ► 
uses  of  functional  mathematical  skills.     Stations  were  also  used 
to  reiq,force  skills  development  and  to  provide  drill  exercises , 
The  establishment  of  learning  stations  in  this  elementary"  school 
illustrates-  a  conprete  curriculum  change  made  as  the  result  of 
schoolwide  invblvement  in  goal  setting  in  conjunction  with  dis- 
cussion of  the  results  of  accountability. 

^   Another  program  modification  was  the  systemwide  imple-  " 
mentation  of  a  new  math  series.     This  program  ,has 'been  adopted  in 
all  elementary ^ and  middle  schools.     Belief  is  that  this  new  math 
series  will  help  provide  students  with  the  additional  mathematical 
skills  today's  technological  society  demands. 

A  new  spelling  program  is  being  studied  this  year  in  a  ' 
pilot  program  at  one  elementary  school.     testing  shows  county 
students  to  be  spelling  at  a  level  at  least  two  months  beyond  ' 
similar  students  in  Maryland.     This  new  spelling  program  may  further 
increase  their  spelling  ability.  ^ 


Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement-  of 
Pro-ams  and  Services  ^        '■  ' 

No  response  provided. 
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,  .  .    KENT  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

k,     I^QMMUNITY  CHARACTERJSTICS  .  ^ 


CI) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

,  /2) 
.              MEDIAN  ' 

FAMILY 
(  INCOME 

C3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

ib , 715 

*^  $8»690 

l^B.l 

'  ,  I 


(41 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10.0 

11. 1 

1.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(6) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

it) 

AVERAGE  Salary 

OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS  / 

(9)  • 

'  AVERAGE 

YEARS 
TEACHING 
E)(.PERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

>3»647 

ilO>OA5 

S16 i815 

8.3 

18.2 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

17.7  t 

17.4 

93.ua{  ' 

C.     fINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-197A  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT* 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

117) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

il,056.22 

1736.04 

69. 7X 

126.09 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICER 

2.5« 

111.23 

*  '■  W 

I.IX 

4  SEE  CHAPTER   3,   PAGES  60-65»   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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KENT  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN.  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


11) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 

PERCENT  OF 

NUMBER  OF 

SKILL 

STUDENTS 

STUDENTS 

SCHOOLS 

AREAS 

TRADE 

FNROI  1  FT» 

v^?/..:^A.^>.^.  •^umm'^  '  ^<->%i^ft»^g^%w.^v.-,tifeft4iii^  \Vr>^^m|lm^'^^>' '-y^^^  -^->^*<<^l»<f^ 


(1) 


VOCABULARY 


(21 


READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 


(3) 

SPELLING 


253' 


299 


304 


253 


95. 2S 


9^1.98 


94.08 


299 


304 


334 

253 


76.95 
95.26 


(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 

AGE 
SCORES 

( A  ) 

97.6 


(6) 

il) 

(Q) 

AVERAGE 

GRADE 

STANDARD 

.  EQUIVALENT 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

SCORES 

DEVIATION 

{ 'in) 

 ( r.r ) 

( «r>) 

99.0 


98.9 


16.00 


16.39 


16.07 


94.98 


94.08 


299 


304 


334 


 76.95 

95.26 


9V.98 


94.08 


76.95 


16,34 


4.15 


5.14 


6.87 


99.0 


98.9 


98.5 

97.6 


16.39 


16.07 


99.0 


90. 9 


96. 5 


16.34 
16.00 


8.51 
4.13 


1.14 


1.60 


1.79 


5.28 


6.85 


1.92 
1.22 


1.46 


1.67 


8.43 


16.39 


16.07 


16.34 


5.74 


7.3B 


8.99 


1.77 
1.25 


1.65 


1.99 


1.95 


(4) 


CAPITAL- 
IZATION 


253 


95.26 


97.6 


16.00 


4.93 


1.25 


299 


94. 9B 


5.51 


1.49 


94.08 


9B.9 


16.07 


7.31 


2.06 


76.95 


9B.5 


16.34 


8.95 


2.06 


PUNCTUATION 


253 


95.26 


97.6 


16.00 


5.39 


1^.20 


299 


304 


«94.9B 


94.08 


76.95 


-  3 


99.0 


9B.9 


9B.5 


16.07 


16.34 


5.65 


6.95 


6.69 


1.52 


2.02 


2.06 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  66-^7,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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KENT  COUNTY 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   fN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 
GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(51 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCXIftE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(7) 
AVERAGE. 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(6) 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

253 

95.26 

5 

97.6 

X6.00 

4.51 

1.24 

5 

299 

94.9a 

3 

99.0 

16.39 

5.50 

1.69 

7 

304 

94. oa 

3 

9a. 9 

 ^  

16.07 

7.23 

2.08 

9 

334 

76.95 

1 

98.5 

16.3'4 

.  Q.40 

2.38 

(7) 

LAT^GtJAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

'  253  ^ 

)  95.26 

5 

97.6 

16.00 

4.92 

^  1.11 

5 

\ 

299 

9^1.98 

3 

99.0 

16.39 

5.60 

1.3a 

7 

30^1 

9^.08 

3 

98.9 

16.07 

7.22 

lf78 

q 

33^1 

76.95 

1 

98.5 

16.34 

8.76 

1.82 

(61 

HATHEHATIC*AL 
CONCEPTS 

y 

253 

95.26 

5 

97.6 

16.00 

3.88 

1.02 

5 

299 

94.9a 

3 

 1 

99.0 

16.39 

5.56 

1.44 

7 

•  3(^4 

94.  oa 

3 

98.9 

16.07. 

7.19 

1.65 

9 

334 

76.95 

I 

98.5 

a  16.34 

8.58 

1.64 

(9) 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

^  253 

•  95.26 

5 

97.6 

IW.OO 

3.90 

1.09 

5 

299 

94.9a 

3 

99.0 

16.34 

5.38 

1.27 

7 

304 

94. oa 

3 

98.9 

16.07 

6.72 

1.59 

9 

334 

76.95- 

1 

98.5 

16.34 

8.34 

1.72 

(XO) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

253 

95.26 

5  . 

97^ 

16.00 

3.89 

1.01  * 

5 

299 

9^1.98"  ■ 

3 

99.0 

16.39 

■  5.47 

1.28 

7' 

%  m 

94.08 

3 

'  98.9 

16.07 

6.95 

1.50 

9 

76.95 

1 

98.5 

,16,34 

8.46 

L5^^^ 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER 


7 

3,  PAOES  68-69.  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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KENT  COUNTY 


•     vHI^H'r^^^^'-  "~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I  {1973-1974) 

ll^\lL[in:iV^^  ^^^^  AVERAGE  StANBARD  AGE 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SC0RES4= 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  197* 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197*  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
•  ABILITY 

3 

96.5 

97.6 

5 

99.1 

99.0 

7 

.95.2 

98.9 

9 

99.0 

98.5 

VOCMi^lARY 

3.  4 

1.00 

1.15 

5 

5.37 

5.11 

7 

7.73 

6.87 

9 

8,81 

8.51 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

1.08 

1.13 

5 

5.26 

5.28 

7 

7.38 

6.85 

9 

•  P,39 

8.13 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

1.-15 

i.92 

5 

5.76 

5.60 

7 

8.03 

7.22 

•9 

8.62 

.S,76 

HATHEHATICAL 

3 

3.79 

3.89 

5 

5.36 

5-.  17 

TOTAL 

7 

7.22 

6.95 

9 

8,55" 

8. 16 

«     SEE  CHAPTER  3i   PAGES  70-71,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  &PEC1AL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REf>ORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS- 


KENT  COUNTY   (CHESTERTON  -  KENT  COUNTY  HIGH) 
TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  --  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


KENT 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(A) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHTLDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD-  . 

VAN- 
TAGE D 
(10)  " 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
KW 
(12) 

SCHOOL  MAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(0) 

CHESTERTOWN.\^ 

K-A 

354 

19.7 

95.0 

16.0 

2.0 

8.3 

21.5 

5.5 

9.8 

SX.6 

9155 

mIllinoton 

/ 

K-A 

,188 

15.7 

95.0 

11.0 

1.0 

7.6 

10.0 

8.  3 

25.9 

10.9 

7473 

ROCK  HALL 

K-A 

205 

17.1 

95.0 

10.0 

2.0 

9.« 

27.0 

25.0 

22. Ip.' 

10.2 

6194 

HORTON 

380 

20.0 

96.0 

17.0 

2.0 

7.0 

17.5 

21.1 

18.2 

11.1 

7491 

CHESTERTOWN  MIDDLE 

5-8 

742 

18.5 

96.0 

38.0  ^ 

2.0 

6.7 

11.5 

25.0 

-1r4.7 

11.4 

8306 

GALENA  ^ 

K-8 

354 

16.9 

93.0 

19.0 

2.0 

9.9 

22.5 

14.3 

23.4 

11.1 

7272 

ROCK  HALL  SR  MIDDLE 

5-8 

229 

15.3 

96.0 

13.0 

2.0 

8.7 

24.5 

*  ?0.0 

20.3 

10.2 

6331 

KENT  COUNTY  HIGH  / 

9-12 

ltl95 

19.2 

90.0 

56.3 

4.0 

8.7 

11.7 

22.5 

18.9 

11.0 

7636 

•  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PAGES  72-73.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERM^  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERLC 


O  ''k  \* 


336 


% 


KENT  COUNTY   ICHESTEI^TON  -  KENT  COUNTY  HIGH) 


TABLE  4. 


KENT  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSILM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQU^VA^ENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BA^ED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  \ 


SKILL  ARCAS 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


.  ...V  

LAnGUAGe\  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DiFFCR-  AVERAGE     MARY-\    DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER 


EnCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ErjCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


CHESTERTOWN 

3 

97,3 

3.75 

3.36 

♦  .39 

3.91 

3»42 

♦ 

49 

4, 

63 

3.60 

HlLLlNGTON 

3 

4.31 

V 

^•£^ 

♦1.^7  • 

3.66 

3.29'^ 

♦ 

57  • 

H. 

3.6"]$ 

A 

ROCK  HALL 

3 

103.3 

"5.33 

3.73 

♦1.5n  • 

5.05 

3*a2 

♦  1 

.23  • 

5 

ni 

MORTON 

3 

95.5 

3.92 

3.25 

♦  .67  • 

4.05 

3.30 

♦ 

.75  • 

r 

60 

3.66 

r'  ' 

tH^STERTO<i(N  MIDDLE 

•> 

97.1 

5.13 

(i.66 

♦  .?7  • 

5.24 

4.92 

♦ 

.32 

5 

57 

5.16 

7 

99.  <« 

7.09 

6.67 

4  .  <4  2 

7, OH 

6.70 

♦ 

.34 

7 

44 

6.61 

6ALENA 

3 

99.6 

3.77 

3.52 

♦  .?5 

3.62 

3.58 

♦ 

.04 

4 

.61 

3.97 

5 

103.6 

5.55 

5.44 

♦  .11 

5.59 

5.47 

♦ 

.1? 

n2 

5.70 

7 

95.4 

6.2<4 

6.23. 

♦  .01 

6.43 

6.30 

♦ 

.13 

6 

79 

6.43 

ROCK  HALL  SR  MIDDLE 

S 

99.8 

4. 64 

5.10 

-.'i6 

5.03 

5.15 

5 

.?9 

5.39 

7 

102.1 

6.96 

6.96 

♦  .00 

6.76 

6.97 

.21 

7 

.05 

7.07 

KENT  COUNTY  HIGH 

9 

96.5 

6.51 

6.10 

4  .41 

6.43 

6*03 

♦ 

.40 

6 

.76 

6.12 

ENCC 

LAND 

ENCE 

GE 

NORM 

♦  .  63 

• 

3.67 

3.46 

♦.21 

♦  1.1,9 

• 

3.91 

3.35 

♦  .56  • 

♦  1.61 

• 

4  .61 

3.60 

♦  .61  • 

♦  1.12 

• 

3.71 

3.35 

♦  .36 

4.41 

5  .  36 

6.15 

♦^.21 

♦  .63 

7.11 

6.94 

♦  .17 

♦  .64 

4.07 

3.60 

♦  ,47  • 

♦  .22 

5.61 

5.67 

♦  .14  - 

♦  .36 

6.^6 

6.53 

-1.05 

-.10 

5.43 

5.37  ' 

♦  .06 

-.02 

7.07 

7.22 

-.15 

♦  .64 

6.46 

6.21 

♦  .25 

»     ♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  7^-75,    FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF   TERMS.   EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCDMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS  FDR   INTERPRETING  THE   "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES  PRDVlDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.16         Montgomery  County 


Introduction  .  ; 

-    /         The  Montgomery  County  Public  Schools   (MCPS)   have  been 
working  during  the  past  decade  toward  ends  similar  to  those  en- 
visioned by  the  Maryland  Law  on  Educational  Accountability.  Require- 
ment^ adopted  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  (MSDE) 
for  implementing  the  law  generally  complement  MCPS  efforts  in  design-  ^ 
ing,  implementing,  and  evaluating  instructional  programs  based  on  , 
objectives  that  specify  the  performance  expected  of  staff  and 
students.,  A  comprehensible  gystem  of  accountability  has  beeh  estab- 
lished that  requires  regular  reports  of  progress  in  the  attainment 
of  those  objectives.     The  system  for  making  these  accounts  of  pro- 
gress and  the  objectives  in  each  case  undergo  annual  or  periodic 
review  and  renewal.  . 
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A. 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 
Goals  of  Education 


An  important  part  of  the  MCPS  accountability  framework 
are  the  MCPS goals  of  education  that  were  adopted  by  the  Montgomery 
County  Board  of  Education  in- February  1973.     These  goals  provide 
general  direction  to  the  school  system  and  serve  as  criteria  for 
formulating  objectives  of  instructional  programs. 

Accompanying  these  goals  for  students  are  stated  commit- 
ments of  the  Board  of  Education  and  staff  for  selecting  and  training 
qualified  staff ,  providing ^comprehensive  instructional  programs, 
evaluating  instruction  programs  and  reporting  results /  encouraging 
a  continuing  dialogue  with  the  county,  and  informing  citizens  about 
the  objectives  and  costs  of  their  school  system. 

Instructional  Goals  and  Objectives 

MCPS  issued  its  first  objective-based  Program  of  Studies 
in  1972.     A  revised  edition  will  be  published  before  the  end  of 
this  year,  and  it  will  be  updated  every  other  year.     It  provides 
material  on  curricular  offerings  and  the  framework  for  the  instruc- 
tional program,  r  The  1972  edrition  for  the  first  time  gave  "expected 
student  outcomes"  for  each  subject  offering.     These  objectives  were 
designed  to  provide  overall  direction  for  teachers  as  they  prepare 
specific  objectives,  learning  activities,  and ^assessment  tasks 
appropriate  to  the  needs,  abilities,  and  maturity  level  of  their 
students.     The  Program  of ^Studies  specifies-  that  "outcomes  should 
be  read  ancj,  interpre^dSH.thin  the  context  of  abilities,  maturity 
level,  and  grade  placement  of  the  students." 

A^ required  by  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program,  MCPS 
goals  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics,  consistent  with  state- 
wide goals  in  these  subjects,  were  written  and  included  in  the 
Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report,  Y^ar  I.     MCPS  objectives 
were  reviewed  for  their  agreement  with  MCPS  goals  in  these  subjects. 
The  1975-76  edition  ofi  the  MCPS  Program  of  Studies  will  include  the 
Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  goals  in  reading^j^^  writing, 
and  mathematics;  MCPS  goals  referenced  to  those  state  goals;  and 
instructional  objectives  generated  from  the  MCPS  goals.  Objectives 
in  these  subjects,  as  well  as  in  many  others  that  are  more  specific 
than  those  listed  In  the  Program  of  Studies,  have  been  or  are  being 
developed  and  organized  in  forms  useful  to  teachers  for  planning 
instruction  and  charting  the  progress  of  individual  students. 

The  curriculum  guides  for  reading,  writing,   and  mathe- 
matics that  are  listed  below  do  or,  will  contain  detailed  objectives 
in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.     In  addition,  they  usually 
contain  suggested  teaching  strategies,   instruction  resources,  and 
assessment  materials  and  procedures.' 
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Reading 


Word  Analysis  Skills 
Critical  Reading/Thinking 

Skills 
Pre'-Reading  Skills 


Mathematics 


Geometry 

Consumer  Mathematics* 
Applications  of  Mathematics* 
Calculus* 

Unified  Mathematics,  Grades  7-9f*f 
Elementary  and  Pre-Algebra 
Mathematics* 


 Writing   ^ 

Scope  and  Sequence  of 

Instructional  Objectives 
for  Skills  in  Mechanics  of 
Written  Expression 
Writing  in  the  Elementary 

School 
Spelling  Handbook  fot 

Montgomery  County  Public 
Schools  (K-12) 
The  Language  Arts:  .  A 
Curriculum  Guide  for 
Elementary  Scjiools 
Teaching  Writing  in  the 

Elementary  School 
Handwriting  Handbook*. 
Structured  Composition  Program, 

Grades  7-12 
Grade  Level  Charts  for  Grammar, 
Usage,  and  Mechanics 
Instruction,  Grades  7-12 

*In  process.  '       '  ^  . 

The  Program  of  Studies  and  curriculum  guides  are  prepared 
with  the  extensive  involvement  of  teachers,,  subject  specialists,  and 
administrative  staff.     Released  time  for  teachers  is  provided  when 
possible  to  give  opportyj^iities  for.  ikservi*  training  and  school- 
wide  planning  for  implementing  new  purriculum  materials.  Inservice 
courses  are  designed  and  provided  teachers  on  those  competencies 
considered  essential  to  effective  teaching  of  MCPS  objectives. 

Student  ability  to  locate  and  apply  information  by  using 
different  media  is  essential  to  the  achievement  of  MCPS  goals  in 
reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  as  well  as  for  those  of  other  sub^ 
jects^.     To  assure  that  students  develop  the  skills  required 'for  life- 
time learning,  MCPS  developed,  for  Grades  K-12,  scope  and  sequence 
of  instructional  objectives  in  media,  research,  and  communication 
skills  with  input  from  teachers  and  media  specialists.     The  resulting 
document  provides  school  level  media  skills  objectives  grouped 
sequentially  in  eight  levels  of  learning.     It  is  ufeed  by  teachers 
and  media  specialists  Tn  planning  instructional  activities  for 
students.  ^ 

In  1975,  several  support  documents  were  developed  and 
distributed  including  sample  assessment  tasks,  for  each  of  the  in- 
stjpuctional  objectives.  Student  progress  profiles,  multidisciplinary 
records,  bibliographies  of  resources  useful  in  media  skill  materials, 
and  sample  media  skill  resource  units  for  use  with  specific  MCPS 
curriculum -units. .   As  new  or  revised  curriculum  documents  are  pre- 
pared, instructional  objectives  from  the  scope  and  sequence  charts 
are  integrated  as  appropriate.  ^ 
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These  media  skills  materials  are  approaching  full  imple- 
mentation in  the  county.    As  an  aid  to  teachers  and  media  specialists 
in  integrating  media  skills  into. the  school  instructional  program,  ^ 
a  number  of  inservice  activities  have  been  provided,  including  ses- 
sions to  explain  the  purpose  and  content  of  the  scope  and  sequence 
'to  media  specialists,  principals,  resource  teachers,  teacher, 
specialists,  and  teachers  of  various  subjects  and  grade  level's. 
Regularly  scheduled  meetings  with  media  3pecialists  include  oppor- 
tunities to  share  successful  lesson  plans  and  activities;  and  an 
inservice  course  for  media  Specialists  and  teachers  has  been  developed 
to  increase  staff  competencies  in  teaching  and  assessing  media  skills. 

Systemwide  Sei^vices 

A  public  information  program  is  maintained  to  provide 
citizens  and  staff  with  information  needed-^to  engage  effectively  in 
decisionmaking  processes  for  setting  policy,  suggesting  program 
improvements,  and  adopting  budgets.     Frequently,  data  are  gathered 
from  staff  and  community  members  on  the  extent  to  which  policies 
are  implemen-ted  and  on  important  educational  issues.. 

In  addition,  the  "school  system  has  a  responsibility  for 
gathering  data  on  the  extent  students  achieve  the  objectives  of 
instructional  programs.     For  this  purpose,  norm-referenced  and 
criterion-referenced  test  results,  along  with  a  variety  of  other 
datai,,  are  used  to  determine  the  extent  to  which-  exi^tatlon^f or  ' 
specific  MCPS  instructional  progframs  are  met.     The  findings  are 
used  to  improve  instructional  program  implementation,  set  priorities 
for  curriculum  development,  allocate  personnel  and  material  resources, 
and  identify  staff  inservice  or  other  instructional  support  needs. 
Data  on  criterion-referenced  tests  are  used  for  program  diagnosis 
by  examining  rd^ult^  in  relation  to  available  standardized  test 
data  in  those  subjdOfets  where  nor^-ref erenced  test  results  9how 
deficiencies  in  student  learning.  ^ 

Plans  for- the  preparation  of  criterion-referenced  or 
objective-based  tests  for  countywide  program. evaulation  in  reading, 
writing,  and  mathematics  are  outlined  below. 

Assessment  tasks  in  reading  have  hekn  prepared  for  pro- 
gram evaluation  instruments  to  be  administered  in  Grades  6,  8  and 
10.     These  assessm^.nt  tasks  will  be  assembled  into  test  booklets 
for  tryout  in  1976-77,  with  systemwide  administration  in  Spring 
1977.     The  data  will  be  reported  by  Fall  1977. 

An  objective-based,  multiple-choice  test  on  akills  related 
to  writing  was  developed  during  1975-76  to  evaluate  that  part  of 
tne  Grade  8  writing  program  dealing  with  the  mechanics  and  organi- 
zation of  writing.     This  test  will  be  administered  in  Spring  197^6, 
and  data  will  be  reported  by  Fall  1976.  .  y  , 
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items  for  objective-based  tests  have  been  written  for 
Grades  4,   5,  and  6  in  spelling,  punctuation,  usage,  and  capitali- 
zation, and  for  Grade  10  skills  related  to  writing.     These  items 
will  be  assembled  into  test  booklets  for  tryout  in  1976  and  admin- 
istered systemwide  in  Spring  1977.     Data  will  be  reported  by  Fall 
1977. 

Assessment  tasks  for  use  for  systemwide  program  evalua- 
tion have,  been  completed  for  about  10  percent  of  the  K-8  elementary 
and  pre-algebra  objectives  in  mathematics.     A  plan  for  evaluating 
systemwide  student  achievement  of  elementary  and  pre-algebra 
mathematics  objectives  is  being  developed.     Data  collection  will  ^ 
occur  no  later  than  Spring  1977.     Data  will  be  reported  no  later 
than  Fall  1977.     In  addition,  collections  of  eight  to  ten  assf^^' 
ment  meastares  of  each  objective  will  be  prepared  for  teacher  use  \ 
in  evaluating  individual  student, progress.     These  collections  may 
also  be  used  by  schools  to  assemble  their  own  program  evaluation  - 
instruments #  ,  / 

Schools 

\        Local  school  needs  assessments  are  based  on  school  re- 
sults in  tests  required  by  MCPS  or  the  Maryland  accountability  test- 
ing program  as  well  as  on  periodic  MCPS  surveys  of  parents  and 
other  data  gathered  by  the  school.     MCPS  required^ beginning^^in 
1972,  that  ^ach  school  publish  an  annual  school  ^ogress  report  to 
'  •  '    .  its  community.     The  results  of  the  Iowa  Testa  of  Basic  Skills  and 
the  Cognitive  Abilities  Tests  for  all  students  in  Grades  3,5,7, 
and  9  and  the  results  of  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Tests  and  the  f 
Tests  of  Academic  Progress  for  all ^students  in  Grade  11  must  be 
reported.     Schools  are  required  to  set  objectives  each  year  for 
program  improvement,  and  such  objectives  must  include  plans  for 
improving  student  achievement  in  specific  skill  or  content  areas 
when  results  for  any  subtest  in  the  systemwide  testing  program 
(part  of  which  are  tests  required  by  the  Maryland -Accountability 
Assessment  Program)  indicate^|i  need  for  improvement,. 

Each  year  repr^er^j^ives  df  the  Montgomery  County  Council 
of  Parent-Teacher  AssoQi:^ioni^v  prinqipals,  and  area  and  central 
office  administrative  staff  review  the  guidelines  established  for 
the  preparation  of  annual  reports  to  the  local  community.  These 
guidelines  now  require  the  reporting  of  information  on  the  com- 
munity, students,  staff,  facilities,  financial  data;  and  school 
objectives  for  the  immediate  past  and  current  years.. 

Individual  Student  Achievement 

^  An  MCPS  Policy  on  Evaluating  and  Reporting  Student  ttTT^. 

Progress,  adopted  in  1972,  requires:     (1)  that  students  be  informed 
of  their  instructional  objectives  and  of  the  basis  on  which  their  > 
performance  is  to  be  evaluated;  and    (2)  that  students  be  informed 
about  their  progress  for  each  learning  activity.  ^ Students  and 
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staff  are  surveyed  each  year  to  find  the  extent  to  which  these  pur- 
poses are  realized  and  ways  that  the  policy  can  be  further  imple- 
'     ^        mented.     Results  of  1975  surveys  show  that  a  great  deal  of  progress  has 
been  made  in  giving  students  accurate  assessments  of vtheir  learning 
through  the  use  of  specific  objectives  and  assessment  measures  de-* 
rived  from  the  instructional  objectives  in  the  Program  of  Studies 
and  curriculum  documejlts. 

MCPS  has  established  a  testing  process  at  Grade  2  to 
assure  that  those  students  whO'  may  be  experiencing  difficulty  in 
^  reading  are  diagnosed  and  given  help  by  teachers  to  assure  that 

'  instruction  is  appropriate  to  their  needs-*    Those  students  who  per- 

form  more  than  one  year  below  national  norms  at  the  beginning -of 
the  year  are  retested  at  the  end  of  the  year  to  determine  the  extent 
to  which  their  deficiencies  are  corrected- 

House  Bill  234  was  established  for  similar  purposes  to 
identify  learning  disabilities  and  to  develop  and  implement  apprp- 
priate  educational  programs  for  primary  students-     The  Maryland 
State  Department  of  Education   (MSDE)   developed  the  Maryland  Sys- 
-tematic  Teacher  Ob&ervation  Instrument  to  identify  those  behaviors 
indicating  a  possible  disability.     MCPS  prepared  a  booklet  of  sug-  . 
gestions  for  fol^pwup  by  *ifceachers  for  each  of  the  behaviors  incliiided 
*iji  tlie  instrument.     MCPS  developed  and  made  available  to  MSDE  and  ' 
other  school  systems  am  optical  scan  form  on  which  teachei[s  can 
record  the  results  of  their  observations.     MCPS  also  developed  and 
made  available  tor MSDE  a  computer  processing  program  to  classify 
the  data  in  accordance  with  stated-defined  guidelii;ies .     These  com- 
puter processing  programs  will  greatly  reduce  teacher. time  in  analy- 
zing results  and  'provide  important  dat|^  on  possible  learning  disa- 
.bilities  to  principals,  area  and  county  staff,  and  MSDE. 

Students  with  marked  deficiencies  in  the  basic  skills  of 
reading,  writing,*  and  mathematics  must  be  identified  for  special 
instructional  programs  beginning  at  Grade  9  in  197  6,   as^^a  part  of 
the  new  state  graduation  requirements.     Staff,  during  Summer  197  5, 
developed  procedures  and  materials  for  implementing  this  require- 
ment.    Work  is  now  underway  to  identify  the  skills  essential  for 
graduation  in  those  three  instructional  areas  and  to  establish 
procedures  for  assuring  that  all  graduating  students  attain  them. 


B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

,    In  addition  to  the  preparation  and  use  of  assessment 
measures  for  evaluating  school  system  objectives  described  above, 
MCPS  is  developing  new  or  improved  computer  programs  for  processing 
tests  antil  has  implemented  the  first  phase  of  a  long-range  staff 
inservice  program  on  building  evaluation  skills. 
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Computer  processing  programs  for  both  norm-referenced 
'and  objectivp-based  tests  wiLl  be  completed  in  the  spr>i^g.  of  1976. 
Development  of  a  variety  of  programs  for  the  processing,  storage, 
and  retrieval  of  student  data  will  allow  test  results  for  .prio;:  ye^rs  ^ 
y.      on  given  students,  ^or  exaAiple,  to  be  analyzed  with  current  ^st^  - 
W      results.     For  norm-referenced  tests,  it4^E!h^>^nalyses  will  prpviae  in-; 
f orSciation  on         specif  ic  skills  as3ess;^  in  the  test.     Ten,  obtional 
.   reporting  fomats  fqr  .the  obj;ect,i^^^  test  processing  program 

•  make  possi]i>Ie  the  r^^6rtin§  of  perfonrlance  by  studexit,  class/  school, 
area,,  and  county-  "  ^^^@;:,cbtnputer  p^rograms  will  be  available  for  u§e 

.by  MSDE  and  Ipcal  ^s<5h(J^i  \systems  in  the  state.  -^^  . 

,        A  long-range  county  plan  was  developed « aiad  begun  three 
years  ago  Nto  give  teachers  and  principals  inservice  training  in 
.getting  and  using  student  objectives,   (2)  using  a  variety  of 
4.'        assessment  techniques  to  evaluate  student  classroom  perf  ormance ,  ^ 
'(*3)   analyzing  results  of  self -appraisal  techniques  to  improve,  teach- 
ing practices  and  to  d^t-ermine  the  ex.tent  to  \ihich  "Students'  perceive 
the  MCPS  Policy  on  Evaluating  and  Reporting  Situdent  Progress  is  being 
'    implemented,    (4)  writing  report  card  comments  that  adequately  inform 
parents  of  student  progress,  and   (5)  helping  students  do  better  on 
tests .  "         '  r 

In  Response  to,  a  request  from  the  MCPS  Committee  on 
Minority  Relations,  materials  and  inservice  training  activities  were 
de&igned  during  1974-75  pri,,  test-taking  "skills  for  use  by  teachers.  ^ 
Work §.hop  sessions  will  be  conducted  during  1975-76  using  these  ma- 
eferials^v^The  materials  include  a  teachelr  guide.  Helping  Students  Do 
Beftei^^^  Test^^^   and  four  booklets   (one  each  for  Grades  3.  5,  -7, 
^nd  9)   containing  Iov?a  Tests  of  Basic  Skilly  (ITBS)   formal  items^ 
and  sicills  classification'  information  with  coding  for  three  MCPS 
curriculum  documents.     A  sixth  booTclet  includes"  strategies  «  for 
students  to  follow  in  taking  true-false,  multiple-choipe ,  matching, 
completion,  and  essay  tests.     A  section  on' post  high  School  testing  . 
includes  steps  students  can  follow'  in  preparing  for  these  tests. 
These  materials  clarify  the  kinds  of  skills  required  by  tests  in 
relation  to  those  same  skill  objectives ^in ' the  Program  of  Studies.  , 
These  materials  were  made  available  for ' reproduction  and  use  by 
MSDE  and  local  school  systeips  in  the  state.  ^ 

C.  Comments  on  Accountability'  Assessment  Results  ^ 

The  trend  of  achievement  from  1973-74  to  1974-75«can  now 
be  observed  for  MCPS  and  the  state.     The  table  below  reports  the 
number  and  direction  of  average   (mean)   achievement  scores  on  ten 
-  subtests  including  vocabulary,  reading  comprehension,  spelling,^ 
/capitalization,  punctuation,  language  usage,  language  total, 

*  mathematics  concepts,  mathematics  problem-solving,  and  mathematics 
tot^l. 
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Grade 


1974-75  Higher' 
Than  4973-74  » 


19J4-75  Lower 
Than  1973-74 


No 

Difference 


MCPS 
State 

3 

1  n 
±  u 

10 

0 
0 

0 

MCPS 
State 

if 

5  , 

9  \ 
6  ^ 

0 
3 

J  1 

,  1 

MCPS 
State 

J 

'  •  5 
0 

2 
10 

3 

MCPS 
State 

.    1  . 

*  4 
0 

6 
9 

0 

1 

MCPS 
State 


Total 


28 
16 


8 

■22 


Differences  in  mean  scores  between  the  two  years  were 
usually  small;  however^  the  data  show  that  there  were  more  increases 
than  decreases  by  MCPS,  with  MCPS  showing  28  increases  and  8  de- 
creases in  mean  scoj^es^    Increases  occurred  more  of,ten^  in  Grades  3 
and  5,  while  the  decreases  occurred  more  frequently  in  Grades  7  and  9 

.  ^  Schools  , also  are  iden^tifietf  as  liaving  one  or  more  scares 

in  the. upper 'pr  lower  two  and  one-half  percent  of  the  scores  in  the 
state  after  nonverbal  aptitude  is 'statistically  controlled.  For 
both 'report  years,  no  MCPS  junior  high  schools  were  identified  as 
having  scores  in  the  upper  or  lower  category.     Eight  elementary 
schools  had  one  or  more  achievement  test  scores  identified  in  the 
upper  category  In  each  year;  however,  only  two  schools  had  scores 
in  this  category  fo^:  two  successive  years.     Fourteen  elementary 
schools  in  the  Yerar  I  report  and  15  schools  in  the  Year  I J  report 
had  one  or  more  scores  in  the  lower  category.     Only  six  elementary 
schools  remained  in  this  category  for^  two  successive  years. 

'       \  ' 

MCPS  ^Iso  evaluates  ITBS  achievement  test  scores  annu- 
ally in  relatior^  to,  verbal  scholastic  , aptitude.    These  comparisons 
show  that  MCPS  student  achievement  in  Grades  3  and  5  is  particularly 
strong  in  relation  to  verbal  scholastic  aptitude ,  while  some  achieve- 
ment  test  scores  in  Grades  7  and  9  show  need  for  improvement. 

t>*  f       Program  Modification  Activities 

Test  data  on  reading,  writing,  mathematics,  -and  other 
instructional  areas  assessed  by  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills, 
Tests  of  Academic  Progress,  and  the  results  of  the  Cognitive  Abili- 
ties Tests  are-  distributed  each  year  to  parents  of  indfividual  stu- 
dents tested,  teachers,   schools,  administrative  area  of f ices/  and  - 
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the  MCPS  Board  of  Education.     Criteria  for  use  by  parents  in  evalu- 
ating student  progress  are  based  on  the  differences  between  scholas- 
tic aptitude  and  achievement,  using  stanine  scores.  Criteria 
used  to  evaluate  school  and  systemwide  performance  are  based  oh 
'differences  between  scholastic  aptitude  and  achievement  as  reported 
in  national  percentile  scores.     The  MCPS  Board  of  Education  receives 
a  test  report  in  the  fall  of  each  school  year  that  includes  an  ac- 
count of  systemwide  test  results  using  these  critera.     Results  of 
college  admissions  tests,  advance  placement  tests,  and  an  historical 
record  of  MCPS  test  data  from  1966  forward  are  included.  These 
data  are  used,  along  with  others,  in  setting  county  priorities  for 
instructional  imporvement. '  . 

Area  and  county  instructional  staff  have  established  a 
plan  for  providing  coordinated  supports  in  1976-77  to  those  schools 
whoi^^  achievement  test  results"  do  not  meet  expectations  set  for 
them.     Area  and  central  office  staff  work  vith  each  principal  in 
analyzing  test  resuitis,  identifying  areas  fo^  improvement,^  and  set- 
ting schoolwide  objectives.     Schools  are  id^tified  for  intensive 
central  off ice'  followup  when  a  given  proportion,  of  the  achievement 
test  scores  in  a  skill  or  instructional  area  are  below  student 
aptitude  levels.     Junior  high  schools  and  the  MCPS  instructional 
program  for  Grades  7,  8,  and  9  have  been  identified  as  priority 
areas  for  improvement  In  basic  skills  instruction. 

*E.  *  Unmet  Needs  ^or  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

Major  strides  in  improving  student  learning  are  dependent 
on  improving  capabilities  for  evaluating  student  progress  and  in- 
structional programs.     Students  need  better  feedback  on  their  own 
learning;  teachers  need  better  collections  of  objectives  and  assess- 
ment measures  for  planning  instruction  for  students;  and  a^iministra- 
tors  ne6d  better  data  for  making  judgments  about  program  effective- 
ness.    However,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  evaluation  applications 
of  this  scope  can  be  accomplished  in  a  reasonable  time  period  in 
view  of  the  inflationary  spiral  and  priorities  placed  on  so  many 
other  efforts.     Therefore,  educational  agencies  need  to  find  more 
ways  of  collaborating  to  accomptish  the  research  and  development 
necessary  to  achieve  greater  progrcun  evaluation  capabilities .  Im- 
provements should  be  planned  in  ways  that  provide:  products  for  many 
applications;  tjme  for  cunple  involvement  of  teachers,  students,  ana 
parents  to  ensure  tjaat  the  products  provided  mept  their  needs ; 
procedures  that  satisfy  minimal  research  and  development  standards; 
and  more  cooper  a  ti,on  among  governmental  levels  to  gain  the  budget- 
necessary  to  accomplish  these  purposes. 
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■     ,  ^    ■  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

TABLE!.'    SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


TOTAL 
POPULATION 

<2). 
HEDIAN 
^  FAMILY 
•  INCOME 

(3^) 

PERCENT 
DISA^DVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

55^1 36^ 

$19,250 

-3 

3.^8 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
HALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  'SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEV^L 
FEMALES^  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

15.0 

12.8' 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  197^) 


TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHy< 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

 Mi  , — 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

12^*32^ 

Sl^, 811 

$26,515 

11.2 

20.8 

(11) 

1  '  *  ! 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RAiro 

RATE 

OR  ABOVE 

41.  OS 

18.2 

94,  OX 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   CFOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(1^) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

J  

PER  PUPIL  * 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

PER.  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE  ^ 
ADMINISTRATION 

$1,436.97 

$1,054.07 

73. 3X 

$47.16 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES  ' 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADr^lNISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

.  (20) 

PERCENT  EXP*M^(lTUR€S 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3.3X 

$19.99 

^  1.4j5 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF^TERHS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED   IN  THIS   TABLE.  • 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY" 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEM-JC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY' SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


13), 
SPELLING 

3 

83AB 

96.  36 

XA3 

109.3 

X5.7X 

A.  60 

X.32 

5 

958X  • 

98.52 

XAO 

XXO.O 

XA.56 

6.X8 

X.73 

7 

9863 

96. A2 

33 

X08.6 

X5.  38 

7.78  • 

2.X2 

9 

X0333 

9A .  9,6 

33 

XX0.3 

X6.28 

9.29 

2.^2 

in) 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

83A8 

96. AA 

XA3 

X09.3 

X5.7X 

A. 58 

X.28 

5 

958X 

^8.55 

XAO 

XXO .  0 

XA.56 

6.32 

X.66 

7 

9863  . 

96.  5X 

33 

'  1,08.6 

X5.38 

8.X0 

2.06 

9 

X0333 

95.28 

33 

XXO.  3 

X6.28 

9.68 

2.20 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 
\^ 

3 

83Afi 

06.26 

XA3 

X09.3 

.  X5.7X 

A. 79 

X.A2 

5 

$58X 

98. 5A 

XAO 

XXO.O 

XA.  56 

6.2A 

X.63 

7 

9863 

96.53 

33 

X08.6 

X5.38 

7.BX 

2.07 

9 

X0333 

95. A7 

33 

XXO.  3 

X6.28 

9.Ae 

2.X9 

♦  see  CHAPTER  3f  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 


TABLE  2'.     SYSTEM  LEVE L  —  NONVERBAL  AB I  LI  TY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD"  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  '  GRADE  „E.QUI  VA- 
LENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND.  BY.  GRADE+  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 

GRAI^E 

*  (2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

NUMB'ER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
;  STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(SD) 

(7) 
AVE  RAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALFNT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(0) 

STANDARD 

T\C\i  f  A  T  f  nikl 
i/C  V  I  A  1  I  UN 

(SDI 

(6) 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

jl3^t 

96,23 

1A3 

109.3 

15.71 

4.37 

1.30 

5 

95ai 

90.53 

140 

110.0 

1^.56 

6  .  30 

1.71 

7 

9063 

96. 

108.6 

15.30 

7.95 

2.09 

9 

20333 

95.20 

33 

110.3 

^16.20 

9.40 

2.21 

LAf^GUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

8348 

"  96.01 

143 

109.3' 

15.71 

4.60 

1.19 

5 

9581 

-  9S.44 

140 

110.0 

14.56 

6.28 

1.50 

7 

9863 

96.11 

33 

108.6 

15.38 

7.92 

1.85 

Q 

94.88 

33  ^ 

110.3 

16.28 

9.49  

2.00 

MATHEMATICAL' 
CONCEPTS 

3 

83AB 

96.59 

143 

109.3  15.71 

4  .13 

.97 

5 

95tl 

96.66 

140 

 ■  \  

110.0  14.56 

6.20 

1.50 

7 

9t63 

96.32 

33 

i 

100.6         ,  15.30 

0.19 

1.77 

9 

1033.3 

94.95 

33 

110.3 

16.20 

S 

9.77  , 

1.00 

MATHEMATICAL 
MOBLEMS 

3 

•  3^t 

96.60 

143 

109.3         ,  19.71 

4.09 

1.06 

5 

95tl 

90.63 

140 

110.0 

14.56 

6.47 

5.06 

7 

9t63 

96.29 

33 

100.6 

15.30 

7.01 

1.60 

9 

10333 

95.05 

33 

110.3 

16.20 

9.31 

1.00 

(10) 

^MATHEMATICAL. 
TOTAL 

3 

8348 

96.55 

143 

109.3 

15.71 

4.13 

.96 

5 

9581 

98.62 

140 

.  .  110.0 

14.56 

6.18 

1.35 

7 

9863 

.  96.21 

33  • 

108.6 

15.38 

8.02 

1.64 

9 

10333 

94.65 

33 

110.3 

16.28 

9.57 

177^^ 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  60-69,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH, 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  MT* 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197'(  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

108.2 

109.3 

5 

109.5 

110.0 

.  7 

108.2 

1Q8.6 

iid.1 

110.3  \ 

VOCABULARY 

3 

1.05 

1.13 

5 

5.06 

6.08 

7 

7.92 

7.88 

9 

9.71 

.  9.61 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

.1.09 

1.19 

5 

5.99 

5.99 

7 

7.81 

7.80 

9 

q.52  ' 

9.15 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

1.10 

1.60 

5 

6.15 

6.28 

7 

7.87 

7.92 

9 

9.17 

9.19 

HATHEJIATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

1.01 

1.13 

5 

6.15 

6.18  • 

7 

8.02 

8.02 

9 

9.62 

9.57 

1  ^."^^'^^•n', 

1^  V  ^       ;  w.^ 

♦  SEE  CHAPTTR'  3.    PAGES  70-71.   FOR  DEFIWITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 

FOR  Interpreting  this  table. 


IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCOR E S ' R E POR T ED  FOR  YEAR  1  AND  YEAR 
FROM  DIFFERCNT   STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (ALTA  VISTA  -  BURNING  TREE) 

TABLE  3.      SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURtES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

*> 

GRAPE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DA  ILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4  ) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGt  YEARS 

EXPERI ENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  AHOVE 
(9) 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 

FAMILY 
iNCOMt; 

(  S  )  . 

(12  ) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMI N. 
(8) 

ALTA  VISTA 

K- 

6 

2L4 

22.5 

95.8 

8.5 

1.0 

18 . 1 

23.5 

68.4 

2.1 

14.5 

20  • 

419 

ARCOLA 

K- 

6 

306 

18.0 

94.4 

16.0 

1.0 

17.5 

37.0 

47.1 

2.1 

12.6 

15, 

309 

ASHBURTON 

• 

K- 

6 

301 

17.2 

96.1 

16.5 

l.p 

9.9 

35.5 

51.4 

3.7 

13.4 

20i 

853 

ASPEN  HILL 

K- 

6 

AOO 

18.2 

95.9 

21.0 

1.0 

12 . 3 

21.0*^ 

45.5 

1.7 

.  12 . 6 

17, 

178 

AYR LAWN 

K- 

6 

219 

19.0 

97.0 

10.5 

1.0 

9.3 

20.0 

30.4 

1.1 

13.9  ^ 

18, 

958 

BANNOCKfiURN 

K- 

'6  • 

394 

22.5 

94.9 

16.5 

1.0 

9.7 

23.9 

•37.1 

4.4 

15.4 

26, 

054 

BEL  PRE 

K- 

•6 

460 

21.9 

95.3 

20.0 

1.0 

11.  3 

36.0 

2  V.  6 

0.0 

IJt 

789  , 

BELLS  MILL 

K- 

-6 

491 

21^8 

95.1 

21.5 

1.0 

10.  5 

27.0 

42.2  • 

6.1 

•  r4.3 

24, 

106 

BELMONT 

K- 

-6 

510 

21.3 

96.0 

23.0 

1.0 

6.2 

14.3 

33.3 

3.2 

12.6 

16, 

305 

BETH£SDA 

P" 

-6 

485 

23.5 

'95.4 

19.6 

1.0 

11.5 

35.0 

29.1 

6.0 

13.2 

17  1 

388 

BEVERLY  FARMS 

"6 

676 

21.2 

97.1 

29.9 

2.0 

10.5 

31.0 

32.6 

0.5 

13.  7 

21, 

027 

BRADLEY 

K- 

-6 

319 

29.0 

95.1 

10.0 

1.0 

10.7 

18.6 

36.4 

3.7 

13.8 

19 

439 

BROAD  ACRl|S 

P 

-6 

341 

25.0 

94.7 

12.6 

1.0 

11..7 

32.0 

29^3 

4.2 

12.5 

12 

791 

BROOKHAVEN 

K 

-6 

628 

19.4 

96.0 

30.  3 

2.0 

14.  1 

24.3 

27.9 

1.0 

12.7 

18 

,241 

BROQKMONT 

K 

'6 

362 

24.0 

96.3 

14.1 

1.0 

16.6 

7.5 

40.4 

2.0 

13.8 

21 

,244 

BROOKVIEW 

K 

-6 

261 

16.6 

94.9 

13.0 

1.0 

18.  7 

32.3 

50.0 

6.5 

12.5 

12 

,791 

BROWN  STATIUN 

K 

-6 

904 

23.2 

95.0 

30.0 

1.0 

8.1 

16.4 

35.9 

0.0 

12.7 

14 

,509 

BURNING  TREE 

K 

-6 

307 

19.2 

96.5 

15.0 

1.0 

14.2 

18.0 

59.4 

3.4 

15.2 

29 

,967 

#  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  ARABLE. 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (ALTA  VISTA  -  3URNING  TREE) 


I  ABLE -4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
MONTGOMLRY  COUNTY    AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

SCHOOL  SYSrtM 

SMLL  ARt*5 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME        ,  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DlFfFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER- 


5A5 


GC 


L,AND 
NORM 


LnCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


ALTA  ViSTA 


3  115,3 
£>  118.1 


4.30 
7.00 


4.52 
6.72 


-.?2 
♦  .20 


U.70 
7.00 


4.62 
6.70 


♦  •OA 

♦  .30 


1I.90 
7,00 


5.00 
6.92 


-.10 
♦  .Ofl 


1I.30 
6.60 


1I.50 
6.03 


-.'20 
-.23 


AKCOLA 


3  lOU.O 
b  107.3 


3.60 
5.70 


3.79 
5.77 


-.  19 
-.07 


3.00 
5.50 


3.87 
5.78 


.07 
•  26 


^.30 
6.50 


H.25 
6.01 


♦  .05 

♦  .U9 


3.90 
6.00 


3.8i» 
5,97 


♦  .06 

*'.03 


ASHBUKTON 


3  113.0 
5  109.2 


4.30 
6.50 


U.37 
5.95 


-.07 
♦  .57 


U.20 
6.  10 


H.U7 
5.9H 


-.27 
♦  .16 


6.30 


H.85 
6.17 


-.25 
♦  .13 


11.30 
6.30 


U.37 
6.12 


-.07 
>.18 


AbPEN  HILL 


3  107.0 
5  111.0 


4.00 
!>.90 


3.99 
6.09 


4.01 

-.19 


4.00 

5. no 


4.07 
b.  10 


.07 
.30 


4. HO 
6.10 


4.45 
6.32 


-.05 
-.22 


4.2Q 
6.30 


4.02 
6.26 


♦  •18 

♦  .04 


AYRLAaN 


3  117.6 
b  116.1 


4.30 
6.20 


4.67 
6.54 


-.37 
-.34 


4.30 
5.90 


4.78 
b.b3 


.4n  4.^0 
.63  •  6.40 


5.15 
6.75 


-.35 
-.35 


4.60 
6.20 


4.63 
6.67 


-•03 
-.47 


BANNOCKBUHN 


3  110.2 
5  114.4 


4.20 
6.70 


4.  19 
6.39 


♦  .01 

♦  .31 


4.10 
6.60 


4.28 
6.36 


-.in 

♦  .22 


4.40 

6.  no 


4.66 
6.61 


-.26 
♦  .19 


4.00 
6.60 


4.20 
6.53 


-.20 
♦  ,07 


BtL  PRE 


3  111.3 
5  109.3 


4.10 
5.60 


4.26 
5.94 


-.16 
-.  14 


4.  10 
5.80 


4.  36 
5.95 


.26 
.  15 


4^70 

5. no 


4.73 
6. 18 


-rf03 
-.38 


4.20 
5.80 


4.27 
6.  13 


-.07 
-.33 


BELLS  MILL 


3  117.5 
5  113.1 


4.70 
6.10 


4.66 
6.28 


♦  .04 
-.  18 


4.6u 
6.00 


4.77 
6.27 


17 
-.27 


5.20 

6. no 


5.14 
6.50 


♦  .06 

♦  .30 


4.63 
6.43 


-.03 
-.23 


BtLMONT 


3  100.9 
5  105.2 


4.00 
5.40 


,4.11 
5.58 


-.11 

-.  in 


3.90 
^5.50 


i*.20 
5.60 


-.30 
-.10 


4.20 
5.50 


4.57 
5.84 


.37 
.34 


4.00 
5.70 


4.13 
5.80 


-.13 
-.10 


BETHESDA 


3  113.2 
5  114.7 


4.70 
6.90 


4  .  39 
6.42 


♦  .31 

♦  .40 


4. no 

6.00 


4.48 
6.41 


♦  .32 

♦  .39 


4.90 
6.90 


4.86 
6.63 


♦  .04 

♦  .27 


4.30 
6.70 


4.3ft 
6.56 


-.Oft 
♦.1*» 


BtVEKLY  FAhMS 


3  112.5 
5  109.4 


4.70 
6.40 


4  .  34 
5.95 


4  .36 
♦  .45 


4.ftO 
6.10 


4.44 
5.96 


♦  .36 

♦  .14 


4.90 
6.20 


4.61 
6.19 


♦  .09 

♦  .01 


4.50 
6.60 


4  .  34 
6.13 


♦  .16 
♦.47 


bhadley 


3  122.6 
5  122.1 


5.00 
7.10 


4.99 
7.07 


♦  .01 

♦  .03 


5.30 
7.00 


5.11 
7.03 


♦  .19 
-.03 


5.70 
7.60 


5.40 
7.25 


♦  .22 

♦  .35 


4.90 
7.30 


4.92 
7.  15 


-.02 
♦  .15 


BHOAO  ACHeS 


3  107.2 
5  106.4 


3.50 
5.60 


4.00 
5.69 


-.50 
-.09 


3.70 
5.50 


4.06 
5.71 


-.36 
-.21 


4. no 

5.90 


4.46 
5.94 


♦  .34 
-.04 


4.10 
6.10 


4.03 
5.89 


♦  ,07 

♦  .21 


bRoqkhaven 


3  112,6 
5  109,2 


4,30 
6.00 


4,35 
5,93 


-,05 
♦  ,07 


4,30 
5,90 


4.44 
5.94 


-.14 
-.04 


4.70 
6.40 


4.82 
6.17 


-.12 
♦  .23 


4,30 
6.10 


4  ,311 
6.12 


-.04 
-.02 


orookhont 


3  118,4 
5  116.S 


4,70 
7.00 


4,72 
6,58 


-.02 
♦  .42 


4,60  "  4,63 
6,60  6.56 


-.23 
♦  .  04 


5.30 
7,00 


5,20 
6.76 


♦  .10 

♦  .22 


4.60 
6.60 


4.66 
6.  TO 


-.06 
♦  •10 


BKOOKVlEW 


3  106.8 
5  106.4 


3.70 
5.70 


4.10 
5.66 


-.40 
-.16 


3.60 
5.60 


4.  19 
5.68 


-.59  •  4^20 
-.26  5.70 


4.57 
6.11 


-.37 
-.41 


3.90 
5.60 


4^U,-,  '.22 
b.Oi  -^25 


BKOWN  STATION 


3  109.9 
5  113.0 


4.30 
6.50 


4.17 
6.27 


♦  .13 
4  .23 


4.50 
6.40 


4.26 
6.26 


♦  .24 

♦  .14 


5.00 
6^60 


4.64 
6.49 


♦  .36 

♦  .11 


4.50 

6. no 


4^  19 
6^42 


♦  •31 

♦  •38 


•URNlN«  TRte 


*|v^  116.2 
T$cll5.6 


5.00 
7.  10 


4.71 
6.50 


4  .29 
♦  .60 


5.10 
6.60 


4.02 
6.48 


4.2A 

♦  .32 


5.50 
7.30 


5.19 
6.71 


♦  .31 

♦  .59 


4.90 
7.00 


4,67 
6.63 


♦  .23 

♦  ,37 


t  see  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  74-75,  FOR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TCRM5,  EXPLANATIDN  OF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  iNTERPRfeTINC  THE   "Dl  FF  ERENCE*'  SCDKE  |  ^PROVi;)ED  IN  THIS  TAlLE . 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  (BURNT 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  t- 


MILLS  -  CRESTHAVEN) 
COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC 


SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  ^AHE 

Grade 

ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
Ef^ROLL- 

HENT 

(2) 

PU»ML/ 
SIA^r 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAOE 

DAILY 
ATTEK- 
DANCE 

(A) 

• 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
CXPCRIENCE 

PERCENT 
STAFF 

HASTER'JS 
DECREE 

OR  AUUVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  Children 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
E  DUG  A- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAHILY 
INCOME 
(») 
(12) 

TFACHER 
(5) 

ADHIN. 
(6) 

TfcACHER 

ADHIN. 

(8) 

BURNT  HILLS 

K-6 

263 

20.2 

95.4 

12^0 

1.0 

10.1 

19.0 

30.6 

3.2 

12»6 

16t639 

BURTONS\MLLE 

P-6  • 

362 

16.9 

94«6 

16.1 

1.0 

.a.i 

36.0 

23.5 

3.9 

12.6 

15t615 

lUSHEY  DRIVE 

K-6 

202 

21.3 

94.3  ^ 

6.5 

1.0 

6.2 

9.6 

31.6 

6.3 

12.5 

13t602 

CANDLEWOOD 

K-6 

519 

23.1 

96.9 

21.5 

1.0 

6.1 

22.6 

22.2 

0.3  • 

12.7 

16 t 105 

CANNON  ROAD 

K-6 

639 

22.6 

95.6 

26.0 

2.0 

12.8 

22.5 

28.6 

1.5 

12.6 

19 t 294 

CARDEROCK  SPRINGS 

K-6 

362 

20.1 

96.3 

16.0 

1.0 

6.6 

26.0 

47.4 

1.1 

14.9 

29*073 

CARL  SANDBURG 

K-6 

2B0 

16.7 

96.3 

14.0 

1.0 

9.9 

25.0 

20.0 

4.0 

12.5 

14.979 

■J 

CASHELL 

K-6 

616 

22.5 

96.9 

25.5 

2.0 

10.0 

16.0 

43.6 

5.2 

12.6 

16^005 

CEi)AR  (fROVE 

K-6 

^^2 

20.7 

96.3 

lii.5 

1.0 

11.8 

22.0 

36.4 

9.3 

1,2 

13t266 

CHEVY  CHASE 

K-6 

503 

23.9 

95.5 

20.0 

1.0 

16.0 

25.0 

61.9 

4.2 

14.5 

23.693 

CLARKSBURG 

P-6 

301 

16.1 

93.9 

15.6 

1.0 

7.5 

14.0 

le.o 

10.5 

i2.1 

13t395 

CLOVER LY 

K-6 

•  A03 

21.2 

9^-3 

18.0 

1.0 

6.7 

22.5 

36.6 

4.6 

12.6 

16 t 590 

COLD  SPRING 

K-6 

657 

23.5 

97.1 

26.0 

2.0 

10.0 

17.7 

26.6 

0.0 

13.4 

22 t 159 

COLESVILLE 

P-6 

305 

23.2 

93.5 

12.1 

1.0 

11.6 

14.0 

34.3 

3.3 

12.9 

20 t 649 

COLLEGE  GARDENS 

K-6 

660 

23.1 

96.4 

26.6 

2.0 

11.3 

30.5 

44.1 

2.4 

13.6 

17t370 

CONGRESSIONAL 

K-6 

363 

21.3 

95.1 

17.0 

1.0 

10.0 

33.7 

44.4 

1.9 

12.5 

12t266 

CONNECTICUT  PARK 

K-6 

AA3 

21.6 

96.1 

19.5 

1.0 

11.1 

20.8 

26.6 

4.3 

12*6 

15*510 

CRESTHAVEN 

K-6 

357 

19.3 

95.6 

17.5 

1.0 

14.0 

22.5 

59.5 

3.1 

12.7 

17i619 

«  ilt  CHAPTER  3t  PACES  72-73.  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERNS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDES  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (BURNT  MILLS  -  CRESTHAVEN) 


TABLE  4* 


M0NTG4>MEHY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  STSTtM 


SCHOOL  LjgVEL*  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL* 
:  AVERAXSE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  ' 

Ms        '  '  ■ 

^  SKILL  ARE  AS 


'  VOCAnULARY 

SCHOOL  NAMt         GBAOE  AVCRA&E  AVERAGE    MARY-  DlFFfR- 

LANO  Er-CF. 
SAS  CE        NORM  ■ 


READING  COMPMLHCNSlON 


LANGUAGE.  TOTAL 


KATMEMATICAL  TOTAL 


average  mary- 
lamu 


GE 


NOhM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


AVERAGE     MARY-.     DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


LAND ENCE 
GE  NORM 


LAND 
GE  NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


BURNT  MILLS 


3  111.6 
S  109,7 


M.OO 
6.20 


M.2fl 
3.90 


♦  .22 


3.90 
5.70 


(1.30 
5.99 


•  MA 
.29 


M.70 
6. MO 


11.75 
6.21 


-.05 
♦  .19 


M  .MO 
6.  SO 


M  .20 
6. 16 


♦  .12 

♦  .3H 


BU{)T0NSV1LLE 


106.0 
105.2 


H.MO 
5.50 


3.92 
S.50 


♦  .^R 
-.00 


M.IO 
5.50 


M.pO 
5.60 


♦  .10 
-.10 


M.70 

5. no 


M.30 
5.0M 


♦  .32 
-.OM 


<».10 
6.20 


3.96 
5.00 


♦  .MO 


BUSHEY  DRIVE 


105.0 
106.0 


3.90 
5.20 


3.06 
5.65 


♦  ^OM 
-.M5 


3.60 
5.00 


3.93 
5.67 


.33 
.67  • 


3.00 
5.  10 


M.3t 
5.91 


-.51 
-.01  ♦ 


3.70 
5.30 


3.90 
5.06 


-.20^ 
-.56 


CANDLE WOOD 


3  116.7 
5  112,7 


M.60 
6.50 


M.61 
&.2M 


-.01 
♦  .26 


5.00 
7.00 


»*.72 
6.2M 


♦  .20 

♦  .76  ♦ 


5. MO 
7.00 


5.09 
6.M6 


♦  •3t 

♦  .5M 


M.70 
6.60 


M.50 
6. MO 


♦  .12 

♦  .20 


CANNOi^  ROAO 


3  111.5 
5  1U0.3 


M.30 
6.20 


M.20 

«^5.n5 


♦  .02 

♦  .35 


M  .MO 
6.10 


M.37 

5.07 


♦  .03 

♦  .23 


M.90 
6.50 


M.75 
6.10 


♦  ,15 

♦  .MO 


M  .30 
6.20 


M.20 
6.05 


♦  .02 

♦  .15 


carderock  springs 

CARL  ^ANOdURG 


3  115. i 
6  111.0 


3  107.0 

5  in.M 


M.60 
6. MO 


M.OO 
5,70 


M.53 
6.09 


3.99 
6.13 


♦  .07 

♦  .31 


♦  .01 
-.M3 


M.60 
6.10 


M.IO 
5.50 


M.6M 
6.10 


M.07 
6.13 


-.oa 

♦  .00 


♦  .03 
-.63  • 


S.MO 
6.60 


M.MO 
5.50 


5.01 
6.32 


M.M5 
6.36 


♦  .39 

♦  .20 


.05 
.06  • 


M.50 
6.30 


3.90 
6.00 


M.51 
6.26 


M.02 
6.29 


-.01 
♦  .OM 


".12 
-.29 


CASHELL, 


99.5 
107.6 


M.20 
6. MO 


3.50 
5>79 


♦  .70  ♦ 

♦  ,61 


M.50 
6. MO 


3.56 
5,bl 


♦  .9M  • 

♦  .59 


M.no 

6.60 


3.95 
6.0M 


♦  .05  • 

♦  .56 


M.3,0 
6.70 


3.50 
5.99 


♦  ,72  ♦ 

♦  .71  • 


CLDAR  GROVE 


111.2 
1U7.7 


M.MO 
5.00 


M.96 
5. BO 


♦  .-tM 

♦  .00 


M.70 
6.00 


M.35 
5.62 


♦  .35 

♦  .10 


5. MO 
6.30 


M.73 
6.05 


♦  .67 

♦  .25 


M  .70 
6. 10 


<l.26 
6.00 


♦  .MM 

♦  .10 


ChEvY  CHASE 


116. M 
116.3 


5.00 
6.90 


M.59 
6.56 


♦  .Ml 

♦  .3M 


5.10 
6.60 


M.70 
6.5M 


♦  .MO 

♦  .06 


5.50 
7.30 


5.07 
6.77 


♦  .M3 

♦  .53 


M.0O 
7.10 


M.56 
6.60 


♦  .2M 

♦  .12 


CLARKSBURG 


3  1U5.5 
5  1U2.6 


3. HO 
5.00 


3.09 
5.35 


-.M9 
-.35 


3«0O 
5.20 


3.97 
5.30 


.17 
.10 


3.  no 

5.20 


M.35 
5.62 


-.55 
-.M2 


3.70 
5.20 


3.93 
5.59 


-.23 
-.39  , 


CLOVERLY 


3  111.0 
5  112.0 


M.50 
6.30 


M.2M 
6.25 


♦  .06 

♦  .05 


M.20 
6.10 


M.3M 

6.25 


-.  IM 
-.15 


H.fiO 
7.10 


M.71 
6.H7 


-.11 
♦  .63 


M.  10 
6.60 


M  .25 
6. MO  ■ 


-.15 
♦  .20 


COLO  SPRING 


3  IIM.M 
5  111.3 


M.50 
b.60 


M.M6 
6.12 


♦  .OM 

♦  .MB 


M.5p 
6.30 


.56 
.12 


-•06 
♦  .10 


5.00 
6.70 


M.9M 
6.35 


♦  .06 

♦  .35 


M.MO 
6.50 


M  .M5 
6.20 


-.05 
♦  .22 


COLESVlLLE 
'  COLLC&£  G A HO Ens 


99.2 
100.9 

112.0 
112.3 


3. HO 
6.20 


M.IO 
6.30 


3.M0 
5.91 


M.31 
6.21 


-.00 
♦  .29 


-.21 
♦  .09 


3.50 
6.00 

M.20 
6.20 


3.5M 
5*92 


M.MO 
6.21 


-•OM 
♦  .08 


-.20 
-.01 


3.90 
6.30 


M.60 
6.70 


3.93 
6.15 

H.70 
6.M3 


-.03 
♦  .15 


-.10 
♦  .27 


3. HO 
5.90 


H.20 
6.30 


3.57 
6.09 


M.31 
6.36 


-.17 
'.19 


-.11 
-k06 


CONCRLSSIONAL 


107.6 
111.6 


3. HO 
5.60 


M.02 
6.1M 


.62  • 

.5H 


3.70 
5. MO 


M.ll 
6.15 


-.Ml 
-.75  • 


M.70 
6.00 


M.M9 
6.37 


♦  .21 
-.37 


M  .50 
6.00 


M.05 
6.31 


♦  .MS 
-.31 


COJ^^CtlCUT  PARK 


3  109.6 
9  109.0 


3.60 
6*00 


3.90 
5,99 


-.30 
♦  .01 


3.60 
5«90 


3.97 
5.99 


.37 
.09 


M.IO 
6.30 


M.35 
6.22 


-.25 
♦  .00 


H.OO 
6.10 


3.9m 
6.17 


♦  .06 
-.07 


CRCSThAVEN  3     106.1         M.HO  3.93         ^.a?         M.MO  M.Ol         ^.39         M.QO  H.39         ♦.SI  M.lO  3.97  ^.13 

5     111.0         6.30  6.16         ♦.IM         6.20  6.16         ♦ • OM         6. MO  6*39         ♦.Ol         6. HO  6.32  ♦.OO 


♦  SEf  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  7i»-75»   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCdRES.  AND 
^'"^lAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "iftlFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  (DAMASCUS  -  6ALWAY) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PR0FILE4= 


SCHOOL  "NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 

PUPIL/ 

STAFF 

RATIO 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

( 4 ) 

« 

TOTAL 

NO.  , 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9  ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE 

CHILDREN 

RERC^T 
DISADr 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
CDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

IlSjCOME 
(t ) 
(12  ) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

DAMASCUS 

K 

-6 

708 

21.8 

94 «  3 

30.5 

2.0 

11.7 

20.3 

24.6 

9.0 

,  3.2 

•  2 

12 

,961 

DARNESTOMN 

K 

-6 

420 

18.7 

95.7 

21.5 

1.0 

13.7 

43.0 

44.4 

5.0 

.2 

la 

,763 

DENNIS  AVENUE 

K 

-6 

225 

20.5. 

94.5 

10.0 

1.0 

10.2 

20.5 

36.4 

1.1 

12 

.7 

16 

r777 

EAST- SILVER  SPRING 

K 

-6 

2B0 

19.  3 

95.3 

13.5 

1.0 

9.2 

12^0 

34.5 

5.8 

12 

.6 

111 

828 

EDWARD  U  TAYLOR 

P 

-6 

14  3 

15.9 

94.  3 

8.0 

1.0 

13.3 

1^.0 

33.3 

7.6 

12 

.1 

12 

»543 

ENGLISH  MANOR 

K- 

-6 

518 

21.1 

95.8 

23.5 

1.0 

7.9 

23.0 

40.  t 

5.7 

12 

.t 

19 

r06t 

FAIRLAND  ^ 

K- 

-6 

638 

20.9 

95.3 

28.5 

2.0 

10«1 

18.3 

36,1 

5.9 

12 

.7 

17 

476 

FALLSMEAD 

K- 

-6 

23.7 

97.0 

21.0 

1.0 

7.5 

35.0 

22.7 

0.0 

NA 

NA 

FARMLAND 

K- 

-6 

522 

24.9 

96.2 

20.0 

1.0 

12.8 

23.0 

28.6 

0.8 

14 

.7 

28i 

157 

FERNHOpD 

K- 

•6 

285 

19.0 

95.3 

14.0 

1.0 

9.5 

20.0 

33.3 

0*8 

14 

.1 

24. 

020 

FIELDS  RO^D  ^ 

K- 

-6 

580 

20.3 

94.4 

26«5 

2.0 

7.1 

17.5 

38.6 

15.2 

12 

.• 

18i 

360 

v. 

FLOWER  VALLEY 

K- 

•6 

632 

23.8 

96.3 

24.5 

2.0 

14.2 

28.0 

34.0  ' 

t.4 

■^12 

.8* 

18f 

166 

FOREST  Grove 

K- 

6 

29^ 

14.4 

95.7 

19.5 

1.0 

10.0 

8.0 

56.1 

3.2 

12 

7 

17, 

634 

FOREST  KNOLLS 

K- 

6 

2  39 

11.9 

94.1 

19.0 

1.0 

12.0 

17.0 

45.0 

2.7 

12 

6 

19, 

988 

FOUR  CORNERS 

P- 

6 

333 

16.x 

96.1 

19.6 

1.0 

10. 1 

22.0 

38.8 

8.8 

12. 

6 

16, 

7t0 

FOX  CHAPEL 

•K-6 

498 

19.9 

94.1 

24.0 

1.0 

7.1 

17.0 

48.0 

7.1 

NA 

NA 

GAlTHERSBURG 

P- 

6 

655 

19.3 

94.4 

32.0 

2.0 

11.5 

24.0 

23.5 

6.5 

12. 

2 

11, 

736 

GALMAY 

K- 

6 

563 

23.9 

95.4 

22.5 

1.0 

10.2 

25.0 

21.3 

0.4 

12. 

7 

17, 

550 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PACES  72-73,  FO^  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN^ THIS  TAlLE. 

J  T)  8 

ERIC 


378 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  (DAMASCUS  GALWAY) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES t  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  iKPARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
MONTQOHEHY  COUNTY    ^VERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  . 

SCHOOL  iiYbTtM  ^ 

SKILL  ARCaS 


"  SCHOOL  NAME 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


tANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATMCMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAOi:    MAUY-      bll^rrR.  AVERAGE    MAHY-      WFFER-  AVtRAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVtRAGE  MARY- 

I  m»..,K         f.  I  Akin         ENCE  *  Aijn         V.HCF  LAND 


SA& 


GF 


LAND 
NORM 


E^CE 


'  GE 


LAND 
NORM 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


liNCE 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 

rwcE 


DAMASCUS 
DARNESTOWN 


5  103.4 
5  1UM.6 


.3  100.9 
5  113.1 


3,70 
b.tiO 


M.DO 
6.20 


3,7ft 

.5.53 


6.26 


-.on 

-.13 


-.11 
-.00 


3.ft0 
5.50 


tl.lO 
6.10 


3.6b 
5.55 


M.20 
6.27 


•  05 
.05 


.1? 
.17 


M.?0 
6.00 


^.50 


M.23 
5,79 


«».57 
6.50 


-.03 
♦  .21 


-.07 
♦  .00 


3.70 
5.60 


<4.20 
6.60 


3.63 
5.75 


M.13 
6.113 


-.13 
♦  .05 


♦  .07 
4.17 


DtNNiS  AVENUE 


3  <,  iiM.9 
5  1X5.1 


tl.20 
6.30 


M.50 
6.M5 


-.30 
-.15 


<4.<40 
6.20 


M  .60 
6.M<4 


.20 
.2<4 


t».90 
6.ft0 


H.97 

6.67 


-.07 
♦  .13 


t|.30 
6.70 


M.*»ft 
><59 


-.16 
♦.11 


gAST  bILVER  SPRING      3    106.1         3.70  3.sr3        -.23  3.60 


H.OI 


-.Ml 


M.no 


<4.39 


'-.39 


3.70 


3.97 


-.27 


EDWARD  U  TAYLOR 


3  91.5 
5  ^15.1 


3.*»0 
b.tiU 


2.99 
6.M5 


4  .m  3.10 

-1.05  •  5,00 


3.03 
6. MM 


♦.07  3,30 
-l.MM    •  5.»i0 


5.12 
6.67 


-.12  3.10 
-1.17  •  5,70 


3«12 
6,59 


-.02 
-.ft9 


ENGLISH  MANOR 


3  109.1  3.ft0 
5     110. ft'  6.10 


M.12 
6.07 


-.32 
♦  .03 


3,70 
^.20 


M.21 
6.0ft 


-.51 
♦  .12 


m.mo 
6.  no 


M.59 
6.31 


-.19 
♦  .19 


3.90 
6.20 


M.lM 
6.25 


-?05 


FAIRLAND 


3.  108^  1 
5     110, ft 


M,20 
6,30 


M,06 
6,07 


♦  ,111 
4,23 


M,30 
6,10 


M.IM 
6.0ft 


♦  .16 

♦  .0? 


M  ,^0 
6,30 


M,52 
6.31 


-.02 
-.01 


H.OO 
6.30 


M.OO 
6.29 


-.00 
♦  .05 


FALLSHEAD 


3  110,7 
5  11-2,2 


M,MO 
6.70 


M.22 
6,20 


4  ,16 

4,!>0 


M,50 
6,50 


M,32 
6.20 


♦  .1ft 

♦  .30 


5.00 
6.90 


M.69 
6.M2 


♦  .31 

4  .Mft 


M.MO 
6.^0 


M,23 
6,36 


♦.17 
♦  .3«» 


FARMLAND 


3   ^15, e 

5  IIM^^ 


M,5C 
6,ft0 


t»,5t» 
6,3ft 


4,t*2 


1,70 
6,70 


6.37 


♦  .06 

♦  .33 


5.50 
7.20 


5.02 
6.60 


♦  .Mft 

♦  ,60 


M*90 
7,00 


M,52 
6 . 52 


4,3ft 
♦  .Mft 


FtRtmoOD 


3  11M,9 
5  119,0 


M.60 
7,00 


M,50 
6.ftQ 


4.10 

4.20 


M,70 
6,90 


6.77 


♦  .10 

♦  .13 


5.50 
7. MO 


M.97 
6.99 


4r6.\ 
♦  .Ml 


M.90 
7.30 


M.Mfl 
6.90 


4.M2 
♦  ,M0 


FIELDS  ROAD 


3  105, M 
5  106,2 


3,50 
b.50 


3,flft 
5,67 


-,30 
-.17 


3,60 
5,60 


3.96 
5.69 


.36 
.09 


M.OO 
5.70 


M.3M 
5.92 


-.3M 
-.22 


3.70 
S.ftO 


3,92 
5,fifi 


-.22 
-,Ofl 


flouEh  valley 


3  111,M 
b  116,9 


MtHO 
6.50 


-M,27 
6.61 


4.13  M.MO 
-.11»  6i50 


M.36 
6.59 


.OM 
.09 


M.70 
7.00 


M.7M 
6.ft2 


-.OM 
♦  .1ft 


M.MO 
6.70 


M  ,27 
6,73 


♦  ,13 
-,03 


FOREST  GROVE 


3  107, ft 
5  112,2 


3.90 
6,20 


M,0'» 
6,20 


IM 

4,00 


3,60 
6,30 


M,  12 
6.20 


-.3? 
♦  .10 


M.qQ 
6.60 


M,50 
6.<t2 


-,10 
♦  .1ft 


3.70 
6. MO 


M.06 
6.36 


-.36 
♦  .OM 


FOREST  KNOLLS 


3  113.3 
5  119.(1 


M.OO 
6.30 


M  ,3^ 
6,ft3 


.  ^0 
.53 


M.50 
6,60- 


M,M9 
6.01 


♦  .01 
-.21 


M.MO 
6.60 


M.ft7 
7.02 


-.M7 
-.22 


M.50 
7.10 


*».36 
6.93 


♦  ,12 

♦  .17 


FOUR  CORNERS 


3  10ft,3 
5  113,2 


M.,50 
6.00 


M,07 
6,29 


4,03 
-,29 


M,MO 
6,00 


M,  15 
6,26 


♦  .25 
-.20 


M.70 
6.  10 


M.53 
6.51 


♦  V17 
-.^1 


i|.30 
6.30 


M.09 
6. Mm 


♦  .21 
-.1«» 


FOX  CHAPLL 


3  100,2 
5  10M,1 


3.50 
5.20 


3.55 
5, Mft 


-,0S 


3,50 
5,10 


3.61 
b.bl 


-.11 
-•Ml 


M.  lO 
5.10 


M.OO 
5.75 


♦  .10 
-.65 


3.ft0 
5.30 


3.62 
5.71 


♦  .1ft 
-.Ml 


gXithc^Suuro 


3  100,7 
5  10M.6 


3.30 
5.00 


3.5ft 
5.53 


-.26 
-.'i3 


3.60 
5,10 


3.b5 
5.55 


.05 
.MO 


5.^0 

S.^iO 


M.03 
5.79 


-.23 
-.29 


3. MO 
5.20 


3.65 
5.75 


-.25 
-.95 


GALWAT 


3  109.5 
5  111.3 


M.20 
b.60 


M.15 
6.12 


4.0"^ 

4. MO 


M,30 
6,50 


M,?M 
6.12 


.06 
.38 


M.AO 
6.50 


M.61 
6.35 


M.^C 
6.7^ 


M,16 
6,26 


♦  ,0M 

♦  ,M2 


«  Sie  CHAmU  3.  MOeS  74-79,   FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TCRMS,   EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCDMPANYING  "Dl FFERENCe "  SCDRES.  AND 
SFECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "Dl FFERCNCE'*  SCDRLS  PRDVIDED  IN  THIS  TADLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  Bounty  (garrett  park  -  kensington) 

table '3.      SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL 

MENT 

(2) 

PUPIL/ 
'iTAM 
RATIO 
13) 

J 

PERCENT  ' 
AVERACf 

DAILY 
AT  If  N  - 
PANtf 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
FXPFRIfNf  C 

PERCCNT 

STAFF 
MASTER  ' 

PEf.Rff 
OR  ADOVt 
(9  ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE 

CHILDREN 

Pf  RCtNT 
PI  SAD- 

VAN- 
TACFD 
(  10) 

flCDlAM  . 
C  DOC  A  - 
TION  Of 
MOTHf  R 
(11) 

Hri)|  AN 
FAMILY 
1  Nf  (JML 
(  \  ) 
(  12  ) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

AUMIN. 
(6  ) 

TtACHCR 
(7) 

AI»MI  N. 
(0  ) 

(•Afm^TT  PAQK 

Ji 
K 

-6 

3  3^ 

13.6 

1.0 

9 

.  1 

20.0 

30 

.  3 

3 

.  1 

13 

.8 

16 

.  754 

UCUI\UC  ltJnr>l    n  1  L  L  » 

K 

-6 

5  3^ 

2  5*^ 

96.6 

20.0 

3> .  0 

13 

.  7 

17.0 

57 

.  1 

0 

.6 

13 

.  7 

21 

.027 

OCUKu  J  All  rUKCOl 

K 

-6 

370 

•  6 

95 . 

2^  1  0 

1.0 

9 

.2 

17.5 

40 

.0 

3 

.9 

12 

.  7 

15 

,7  34 

"tic  D  M  A  M  T  nuN 

P 

-5 

AGO 

2 L*  I 

95.9 

10 . 0 

1.0 

13 

.7 

13.0 

47 

.4 

11 

.  i 

12 

.2 

13 

.821 

f*l  CM  UAUCKl 

K 

-5 

^70 

20*0 

9A.  1 

22.5 

1.0 

11 

.  3 

22.0 

21 

.  3 

1 

.0 

U 

.5 

15 

.414 

fli  CM  A  i  i  CM 

K 

-6 

****  3 

22*7 

9* .  1 

18.5 

£.0 

7 

.6 

11.0 

33 

.  3 

4 

.4 

12 

.0  ^ 

13 

.021 

uLcnnun i 

P- 

-6  • 

A69 

95. 1 

2<« .  1 

1.0 

14 

.  1  . 

t>  19  -  3 

54 

.2 

2 

.6  ' 

12 

.4 

13 

f  500 

un  c  ^  viwi  \J\J  V 

K- 

•6 

<  a  7 
P  o« 

2^*3 

96 . 0 

2  3.0 

1.0 

0 

.0 

30.0 

25 

.0 

6 

.6 

12 

.6 

15 

,637 

uKUa V C  NUH 

-6 

3  36 

2  L  •  7 

95.9 

1*  .-5 

1.0 

It 

.6 

10.0 

19 

.3 

0 

9 

13 

.5 

19 

122 

MAKHUHt  HILLd 

6 

529 

21.6 

96.1 

2  3.5 

1.0 

13 

.0 

'  2  5.o' 

"  36 

.7 

4 

7 

12 

.  7 

14 

626 

u  1  nui  AM n 

n  1  urf  L  Al>|il 

-  P- 

-6 

5B2 

20*7 

9  5.3 

26.1 

2.0 

14 

.5 

13.0 

20 

.4 

2 

2 

12 

.  4 

13 

402 

K- 

6 

378 

2  2*9 

9  3.7 

15 . 5 

1.0 

5 

.4 

5o.  0 

24 

.2 

9  . 

6 

12 

.6 

13 

159 

MILL  Aft  UALC 

K- 

6 

268 

95.6 

10 . 0 

1*0 

11 

.1 

22.6 

45 

.5 

2« 

0 

12 

»  7 

17 

619 

HOLIDAY  PARK 

P- 

6 

L9.^ 

95.7 

>1.7 

1.0 

11 

2 

22.0 

22 

0 

7. 

2 

12 

3 

12 

607 

HUNGERFORD  , 

K- 

6 

362 

22.6 

95. 

15.0 

1.0 

12 

7 

33.0 

29 

0 

1. 

9 

12 

7 

17i 

217 

JaCkSON  ROAD 

K- 

6 

*65 

20.2 

95.9 

2  2.0 

1.0 

16 

9 

17.2 

34 

8 

0  . 

2 

12 

8 

19. 

940 

KEMP  HILL 

K- 

6 

312 

16.0 

95.1 

10.5 

1.0 

12. 

9 

24  .fl 

59. 

0 

0. 

6 

12. 

9 

20  , 

909 

KENSINGTON 

K- 

6 

266 

17*.  7 

9A.  5 

14.0 

1.0 

13. 

7 

U^.3 

40. 

0 

5. 

5 

12, 

8 

15* 

576 

♦  see  CHAPTEH  3,  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEF^NlTION  OP  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


MONTGbMERY  COUNTY   (GARRET^  PARK  -  KENSINGTON) 


TABLE  4.  .SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  : 


MONTGOMEKY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSItH  . 


SCHOOL  NAM£ 


Skill  areas 

••*♦*♦♦♦•♦*♦•*  ****-**''^**  ******************  ******^ 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREMENSIC/T) 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


'MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GFNBe^AVERAGE  average  MARY- 
LAND 

"  SAS  GE  NORM 


PIFFFR.  AVERAGE     MAKY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-   "  DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  -  DIFFER 


Er:CE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE. 


LAND 

NORM 


ENCE 


LAND 
'  GE    "  NORM 


ENCE 


GARRETT  PARK 


3  113.2  4.40 
5     112.6  6.40 


4.39 
6.25 


♦  .01 

♦  .15 


4.40 

6.69-, 


4.4B 
b.25 


,-.Oft 
♦  .35 


4.60 
6.50 


>4.S6 
6.47 


.26 
.03 


4.20 
16.20 


4.36 
6.40 


-.16 
-.20 


GL0RGE.TOWN  HILL 
GEORGIAN  FOREST 

germantown 

GLEN  HAVEN 
GLENALUEN 


3  115.4  4,70 

5  H3.9  ,^6.80 

3  103.7  3.60 

5  10B.6  5.60 


3  106.9 
b  106.7 


3  104.4 
5  1U5.3 


^  100.3 
b  107.5 


4.20 
5.60 


4.10 
5.00 


3.50 
6.10 


4.5.3 
6.35 


3.77 
5. '90 


3.9^8^ 
S.71 


3.82, 
5>.  59 


3.55 
5,78 


♦  .17 

♦  .45- 


•  .17 
-.10 


^.22 
-.11 


♦  .28 

♦  .01 


-.05 
h.32 


4.80 

6.70* 


3.60r 
5.80 


4,3^0 
5,80 


4.10 
5.70 


3.40 
5,90 


4.63 
(>.34  ^ 


3.65 
5.91 


4.06 
5.73 


3.89 


3.62 

b.eo 


♦  .17 

♦  .36 


-.05 
- .  1 1 


.24 
.07 


.21 
.09 


-.22 
♦  .10 


5.20- 
7.10 


4.00 
6,60 


5.00 
5.90 


4.60 
5.90 


3.80 
5.80 


5,00 
6.56 


4.23 
6.14 


4.44 
5.96 


4.27 
5.65 


4.0<P 
6.03 


.20 
.54 


.23 
,46 


.56 
.06 


.33 
,05 

.1^0 
,23 


4.60 
%.90 


3.80 
6«50 


4.60 
6.10 


3.80 
.  5.90 


,3.50 
5.90 


4.90 
6.49 


3.63 

o6.09 


4.01 
5.92 


3.67 
5.61 


3.63 
5,98 


♦*10 
♦  ,41 


-:.03 
♦  .41 


4,59  * 
♦  ,16 


-.07 
♦  ,09 


-,13 
-.08  ' 


GLErjMONT 


3  ,  109.4  •>4.10 
5    404,2  5.50 


4,14 
5.49 


->.04 
♦  .01 


4.30 
5.50 


4.23 
5.52 


♦  ,07 
-.02 


4.60 
5.8  6 


4,61 
5.76 


-.01 
►  .04 


4.20 
5.90 


5.72 


♦  .04 

♦  ,16 


GRECeWOOD 


^GROSVENOR 


HARMONY  HILLS 


3  111,3 
5  106,4 


4.20 
5.60 


3  111.8  4.40 
5    110,8'  .6.30 


3  110,5  4.00. 
5     106.3  b.8P 


4.26 
5.69 


4,30 
6.07 


4.21 
5.68 


-.06 


♦  .10 

♦  .23 


-.*21 
^♦.12 


4.20 
5.90 


4.70 
6.10  f> 

4.10 
5.60 


4.36 
5.71 


.39 
06 


4.30 
5.7^0 


-.16 
♦  .19 


♦  .31  . 
*  ^.02 


•  .20 
-.10 


4.90 
5.80 


4.80 
5.90 


4.50 
6*00 


4.73 
5-94 


6.31 


4.68 
'5,93 


♦  .17 
-.14 


♦  .03 
-.41 


-.18 
♦  .07 


4.10 
6.00 


4.60 
6.40 


4.10 
6.00 


4.27 
5.89 


4.30 
6.25 

4.22 
5.89 


*,ii  \ 

♦  .30 

♦  .15 


-.12 
♦  ,11 


HIGHLAND 


3  102,7  fJ.OO 
5     106.5  5.6p 


3.71 
5.69 


♦  .29 

™09 


4,00 
5.60 


3.78 
5.71 


.22 
•  11 


4.4p 
6.10 


ft 

4. 16 
5,95 


♦  .24 

♦  .15  ' 


3.90  3.77 
6.10  5.90 


♦..13 
♦  .20 


HIGHLAND  VIEW 


3  ?08 . 6 
5  104^0 


4.^0 
5.90 


4.09 
5.47 


♦  .21 

♦  .43 


4.40 
5.60 


4.18 
p. 50 


.22 
.30 


5.00 
6.20 


4.55 
5.74 


♦  ,45 

♦  ,46 


4.30 
5.70 


4.11 
5,70 


♦.19 
♦  .00 


HilLandale 


3  108,0 
.5  113.1 


3.90 
6.20 


4.05 
6,26 


-.15 
-.06 


4,20 
5.90 


4.13 
6.27 


♦  .07 
-.37 


'  4.40 
6  .So  . 


4.51 
6.50  ' 


^-.20 


4.00 
6.10 


"4,08 


-.08 
-.33 


HOLIDAY  PARK 


3  100.8 
5  99,6 


3.4 
5.2 


3.59 
5.06 


-.19 
♦  .12 


3,70 
5,30 


3.65 
5.13 


♦  .05 

♦  .17 


4.00 
5.20 


4.04 
5.37 


-,04 
-,17 


^•50 
5.40 


9.66 
5.35 


-.16 
♦  ,05 


HUNGERFORD 


JACKSON  ROaD 


KEMP  MILL 


KLNSINGTON 


3  113.4  4.^ 
5     113.4  6.90 


3  113.9 
5  113,2 


3  110,6 
5  113,6 


4.60 
6.40 


4.10 
6.60 


3  111,5  3.80 
5     111^6  b.50 


4.40 
6.30 


4,.  43 


^  ^  4.23 
6.32 


4,26 

6/14 


♦  ilO 

♦  .60 


♦  .17 

♦  .U 


-.13 
♦  .20 


-.48 
-.64 


4,70 
6.70 


U.70 


4.tU0 
6.30 


♦  .13 

♦  ,26 


♦  .19 

-,oi 


-.10 
♦  ,06 


-.45 
-.67 


4,40 
6.90 


4.50 
6.60 


4.50 
6.70 


3.70  . 

5.8or 


4,39 
6,45 


4.42 
6.44 


4.24 
i6,47 


4,26 
^.31 


ERIC 


*  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7A-75,  FOR  KFINITIDN  DF ,  TERHSf .  EXPU'ANAT  IDN  DF  ASTERISK  (♦)■  ACCDMPANYItIG  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
O     iCIAL-  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFffeRENCE\  SCORES  PRDVIDEJJ  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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381  ,  " 


♦  .01,* 

♦  .45 


♦  .08 

♦  .16 


.26 
,25 


-,56  ♦ 
-.51 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  ( LAKE /^NO^^M^\NDY  -  NORTH  CHEVY  CHASE) 
TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  -r  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


J 

SCHOOL  NAME  * 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCH&OL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
R  A  T  J  0 
(3) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4)  ' 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
,     19)  ^ 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHJLDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED* 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 

ni) 

MEly^AN  J 

FAMILY 

INCOME 

{%) 

(12) 

TEACHER 
(51 

ADMIN* 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

LAKE  NORMANOY 

K 

-6  • 

503 

21.4 

96.1 

22.5 

1.0 

8  .9 

15.0 

29.8 

*  0.0 

14.3 

24 

tl51 

LAXEWOOO 

« 

K 

-6 

483 

21.9 

96.7 

21.0 

1.0 

8.6. 

13.0 

31^8 

2.4 

13.1  21 

,819 

LARCHMONT 

K- 

-6 

302 

23.2 

95.7 

,  13.0 

0.0 

14.4 

0.0 

46.1 

3.5 

13.6 

22 

,034 

LAT  1  UIM^Vl  LLC 

-6      "  697 

19.8 

94.2 

33.2 

13.6 

17.5 

27.3 

6.8 

12.4 

14 

,025 

LONE  OAK 

541 

18 . 6 

95 . 0 

28 . 1 

1.0 

10.3 

34.0 

34.  3 

2.4 

12.4 

13 

,897 

LULY  IjARNSLcY 

K- 

-6 

672 

23.6.^ 

9 

96.6 

26.5 

2.0 

7.9 

17.5 

38.6 

0.0 

12.9 

19 

,780 

1  1 IVM  AMHD 

K- 

-6 

3'%1 

20.7 

96.9 

"  15.5 

1.0 

6.9 

21.0 

33.3 

0.0  " 

25 

* 

r200 

lyiInbrook 

K- 

-6 

262 

19.5 

93.2 

12.4 

1.0  ' 

12.4 

14.0 

25.4 

•3.4^^ 

12. f 

14 

r5a8 

HACDONAU)  KNOLLS 

/ 

K- 

-6 

199 

22.1 

96.2  , 

8.0 

1.0 

12*6 

17.0  s 

66.7 

4.1 

12.6 

14 

451 

haryvale 

P-A 

398 

15. "b. 

93.3 

22 . 3 

3.0 

13.3 

23.2 

35.6 

10.  o'^- 

11.8 

11, 

586 

hckenney  hills 

K- 

6 

214 

20.4 

94.  5 

10.5 

0.0 

13.8 

0.0 

47.6 

6.2 

'i. 

« 

12.7  ' 

16, 

748  . 

HEAOOW  HALL 

K~ 

6  " 

425 

16.6 

95.1 

24.6 

1.0 

11.5 

32.0 

39.1 

6.6 

,12.5 

15. 

669 

HILL  CREEK  TOV^E 


HONOCACY 


HONTGOHERY  KNOLLS 


HONTROSE 


NEH  HAHPSHIRE /ESTATES 


NoftTH  CHEVY  CHASE 


P-4  232  16. 


13.0        1,0         14.2        24.7         50.0  8..7 


K*-6^^      332  19.5       96.5  16.0         1.0         11.5  2.0         35.3  4.5 


13.7  21*54-5 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3t  PAGES  72-73»  FOR  DtFINITj™  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OP  UATA  PR0VIDE1?/1N  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (LAKE  NORMANDY  -  NORTH  CHEVY  CH/\SE) 


--lABLE  A. 


H0NT0UMEKY»C0UNIY 
SCHOOL  SYSTEM 


SCHOOL  NAML 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  -t-  ^SCHOOU  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,   BY  _ 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL. 
AV'^ER^GE  STANDARD  'AGE  SC0RES4: 

^   '  "         \  -  SKILL  AREAS  ^ 

VOCARULARY        '     ^     RCAOI%  COMPRCHENSION"    '  li^NGUAGE  TOTAL  ^    MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

OlFfrn-  AVtHAGF-     MARY-       OlFFFR-  AVCRAGE     MARY-       OJFFER-  AVFRA6E     M^RY-  PJ^^^"" 


6RA0E  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LANO 


SAS 


6E 


NORM 


Lr.CE: 


LANU 

NOKftt? 


EhCt 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


LANO 
NORM 


LAKE  NORMANDY 


3  117.9 
b  11U,6 


t»;60 
'6.60 


1.69 
6.(il 


-.09 
♦  .19 


4.60 
6.:>0 


4.O0 
6.U0 


-.20 
-.20 


5.20 
6.70 


5.17 
6.62 


4-.  03 
4-.  OA 


(1.50 
6.70 


U.65 
6.55 


-.15 
♦  .15 


lakewooo 

larchmont 

laytonSville 

LONE  OAK 
LUCY  BARNSLEY 
LUjiffiAjhiOR 
LYNNt^hOOK 
MACUONALO  KNOLLS 

maryvale 
mckenney  hills 


3  110,8 
5  111.3 


1.10 
6.30 


3  106.B 
b  105.7 


3  10*7.9. 

5  107.9 

3  111.8- 

5  115.5 


3  115.3 
b  116.5 


3  10'*.  1 
5  11U.8 


3  102.1 
5  lp9.9 

3  100.3 


3  112.6 
5  107.8 


^.90 
5.00 


(1.50 
6.60 


5.00 
6.80 


..3.80 
^.50 


3.80 

.5.60 


3.20 


U.20 
5.90 


'*.?3 
6.12 


5.62 


U.Od 
5.82 


U.30 
6.(i9 


U.52 
6.58 


3.80 
6.(i3 


3.67  ' 
5.99 


3.55 


(1.35 
5.81 


»13 


♦  .dp 


-.07 
-.02 


(4.10 
6.20 


(1.50 
6.10 


4.00 
5.70 


.Id  d.OO 
.82  •  5.00 


«.20 
«.ll 


«.d8 
♦  .22 


M.13 
-.39 


-.35 


-.15 
4.09 


d.60 
6.60 


d.90 
6.70 


♦.00  •  3.90 
♦,07  6.dO 


3.90 
5.60 


3.iO 


3.90 
5.70 


d.32 
6.12 


3»99 
5.82 


d.05 
5.65 


d.l3 
5.63 


d.39 
6.d8 


>  d.62 
6.56 


3.87 
6.d2 


3.7d 
6.00' 


3.62 


d.dd 
5.82 


^•22 
♦  .on 


♦  .51 

♦  .2ft 


-.05 
♦  .U5 


.13 
.83 


♦  .21 

♦  .12 


♦  .28 

♦  .Id 


♦  .03 
-.02 


♦  .16 
-.dO 


.32 


-.5d 
-.12 


d.SO 
6.dO 


d.70 
6.10 


d.60 
6.00 

d.30 

5<klO 


d.AO 
6'.  90 


5.70 


d.lO 
6.60 


d.nO 

'^90 


3.50 


d.60 
5.ftO 


(♦.70. 
6.35 


d,,37 
6.05 


(t.d3 
5. 86 


%.51 

.  6.06 


(♦.77 
6.70 


5.00 
6.78 


d.25 
6.6d 


d.l2 
6.23 


(♦.00 


d.62 
6.06 


♦  .05 


♦  .33 

♦  .05 


^.17 
♦  .12 


-.21 
-.96 


'  ^.03 
♦  .20 


3.90 
6.dO 


(♦.20 
6.20 


3.90 
5.70 


3.70 
5.30 


(♦.dO 
6.70 


♦.70  ♦  5.00 
♦  .'d2    •  6.Q0 


-.15 


.12 
.33 


.50 


3.80 


-.0<^  6.30 


-.22 
-.26 


3.90 
5. AO 


3.30 


d.OO 
.5  ."90 


d.2d 
6.28 


3.95 
6.00 


d.Ol 
5.8d 


d.07 
6.01 


d.30 
6.62 


(♦.50 
6.70 


3.85 
6.56 


3.73 
6.17 


3.63 


(fi3d 
6.01 


-.3d 
*.12 


*.25 
♦  .20. 


-.11 
-.I'* 


-.37 
-.71 

♦  .10 

♦  .08 


♦  .50 
♦.10 


-.05 
-.26 


♦  .17 
-.37 


-.33 


-.3(^ 
-.11 


MLAO0«|l.,yAiUU-;-*.- 


■  .3.-.-i.;,i.5 
5  io'^r;<a 


M list"  CREEK  TOWNE ' 


monocacy 


\ 

MONTOOMERY  KNOLLS 


3  11(4,0 
5  109,6 


3  106,5 

5  10d,2 

3  106,3 

5  103 , 8 


d,10 

b..  d'o 


d.50 
6.10 


3.70 
5,60 


d  ,10 
5,dO 


d,28 
5,68 


d,nd 
5,97 


d,08 
5,d9 


3,9d 
5,d6 


-,1A 
-,?8 


♦  ,06 

♦  ,13 


-,36 
♦  .11 


1.16 
-,06 


d,20 
5,50 


d,50 
6,00 


3,90 
5,dO 


d,10 
5,dO 


d,37 
5.70 


d.54 
5.98 


d.l7 
5.52 


d,02 
b.d9 


.17 

.20 


-.Ott 
♦  .02 


-.27 
*.12 


♦  .08 
-.09 


d,AO: 
5.70 


'  5.20 
6. SO 


(t.OO 
5.70 


d.70 
5.80 


d.75 
5.93 


b.91 
^.21 


t^,55 
5.76 


d  .dO 
5.72 


♦  ,05 
-,23 


♦  .29 

♦  .29 


-,55 
-.06 


♦  .30 

♦  ,08 


d  .10 
5.60 


d.50 
6.30 


3.70 
5.50 


d.30 
5.80 


'♦•28 
5.89 


d,d2 
6.15 


-,18 
-.29 


♦  ,0A 

♦  ,15 


HONTROSE 


3  105,7  3.80 
5     102, 0>  5r30 


3,90 
b,30 


-,10 
♦  ,00 


d.OO 
5.30 


3.98  ♦•02 
5.33  -.03 


d.60 
5.60 


d.36 
'  5.57 


♦  .2d 

♦  .03 


3.90 
5. 40 


3.9d  -.04 
5,5d  -.14 


NEM  HAMPSHIRE  ESTATE  5     100,6         3.20  3.57 


NORTH  CHEVY  ChASE        3     112.0  d.60 
5     112,7  6.50 


d.31 
*6,24 


,37  2,90 


♦  •29 

♦  .26 


d.90 
6.60 


3.6d 


d.dO 
6. 2d 


-.7d  *  3.50 


♦  .50 

♦  .36 


5.10 
6.80 


d.02 


d.78 
6.d6' 


-.52 


♦  .32 

♦  .3d 


3.60 


d  .60 
6.80 


3.65 


d.3l 
6.d0 


.05 


♦  .29 

♦  ,(♦0 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  7A-75.   FOR  DEF I N I T I  OnC^DF  TERMS.   E)^PLANATI0N  OF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCQRES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR   INTERPRETING  THE  -DIFFERENCE-  SCORES  PROVIDGD  IN  THIS  TABLE.  • 
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MONTGOMERY.  COUNTY   (NORTH  LAKE  -  ROCKING  HORSE  ROAD) 

11 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILED 


SCHOOL  NAME 


NORTH  LAKE 
OAKLAND  TERRACE 
OAKVt^W 
OLNEY 

PARK  STREET 
PARK  SI  DTE 
PARKWOOD 

PINECRESI> 

PtNEY  BRANCH 
PLEASANT  VIEW 

POOLESVILLE 

POTOMAC 

'  RADNOR 

R ITCH re  PARK 

KOCK  CREEK  FOREST 

KOCK  CREEK  PALISADES 

ROCK. CRE*e>  VALLEY 

ROCKING  HORSE  ROAD 


>ERCENT 

CRADC 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGAN  I  > 

ENROLL- 

STAFF 

'  ATTFN- 

ZATION 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

(1) 

fr2» 

(3» 

(A) 

TOTAL  NO. 


teachcr 

(5) 


ADMIN 
(6) 


AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 


TEACHER 
(7) 


ADMIN 
(B) 


PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTLR  •  S 

DEGRFC 
OR  ABOV 
(9  ) 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 

JIEDI  AN 

MEDIAN 

D I  SAD- 

tDUCA- 

HAMILY 

VAN-  ' 

TION  Of^ 

INCOMt 

TAGED 

MOTHER 

(S) 

(10) 

(11)  . 

'  (12) 

^07  21.4       95.6  IB.O        l.O  9.1        2A.9         31.6  1.9 


K-6       -    535  IB. A       95.3  28.1  1.0 

K-6  3B9  20.5       95.2  18.0  1.0 


15. B         20.0         A3. 3         A. 5 


14.9         18.0         2^.3  7.0 
ABB  23.7       95.1  1«.6         1.0  iO.3 


12. B  22,261 


.12.5  16»036 


12.6  llt8A2 


20.0         29.1         A. 6  12.6  16,606 


P-6  A07  18.0    .  94.1  21.6  1.0 


8.3         13.  3         35.9         11. £ 


96.9  10.6         1.0         13.9         15.0         25. B  0.7 

•^"^  ^^"^  21.8       96.5  18.0         1.0  12.7         16.1         26.  3  1.4 


12.2 


12. B  15f923 


13.4  17,730 


K-6  337  21.7       95.6  14.5  1.0 


12.3 


•2         54.8         0.7     '        12.7  17,B47 


5-6  529  14.3       94.8  36.0         1.0  7.7  9.0         40.5  7.2 

K-6  395  19.3       95.5  19.5         1.0         12.7         25.0         A3. 9 


12.5  11,410 


P-6  553  22.1       95.5  24.0         1.0     '    11.1         15.0  24.0 


13.1  12.5  14t466 


9.3  12.0  10»721 


K-6  530  22.1  96.5  23.0  -1.0  12.5  9.5  43.7  3.2 

P-6  357  17.3  95.2  19.6  1.0  13.4  16.9  AB;5  2.4 

K-6  509^  20*4  96.0  24.0  1.0  9.5  34.5  36.0  0.0 

K-6  351  19.5  94.9  17^.0  1.0  9.1  21.0  3B.9  2.2 

P-6  514  19.4  94.5  25.5  1.0  \   11.8  15.5  50.0  3.7 

K-6  621  21.7  9*6.5      "     27.6  1.0  ,    14.9  30.5  45.5  0.0 

K-6  586  2  3.4  23.0  2,0  10.1  ^2.5  32.0  3.3 


14.7  26,814 


13.3  -  19,622 


14.2  20*926 


12.7  13»711 


12.5  I6i005 


12. B  l^t095 


12.5  14t654 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,   POR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  ANIX^SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (NORTH  LAKE  -  ROCKING  HORSE  ROAD) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUl VALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WTTH  M;6«fYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
...AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


MONTCOMEHY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTLM. 


SKILL  ARtA<; 


VOCABULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVE^AGC  MARY- 

LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  CO^♦PREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


^DIFFER-  AVFPAGE  MARY- 
EfiCF  LAND 

(Je  norm 


DIFFFR-  AVLPA..L  MARY-  DIFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY-  OtFFER- 
E(jCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 

NORM 


ENCE 


NORTH  LAKE 


3  115,0 
5  119,9 


M,30 
6.20 


M  ,50 

6,Qa 


-,?0 

♦  •1? 


M,30 
6,10 


(4,60 
6.  J)9 


•  •30 

♦  •01 


M  .70 
6^10 


M^9a 
6^31 


-•2n 

-•21 


M^MO 
6^00 


6^25 


■,0« 
■•25 


OAKLAND  TEkRACE 


3'  109,9 
5  10fi,B 


M.?0 
5,70 


^•17 
5.90 


♦  •03 
-.20 


M^30 
5.70 


M.26 
5.91 


♦  •  OM 
-•21- 


^•60 
5^nO 


M^6M 
6.14 


-.OM 
-•3M 


M.IO 
5.00 


M^19 
6,09 


-.09 
-.29 


OAKVltW 


•  3  105,8 
5  108,7 


3.80 
6^20 


3,91 
5,89 


.11 
•  31 


M,00 
6,10 


3.99 
5^90 


♦  •01 

♦  .20 


M  •  MO 
6^10 


M.37 
6^13 


♦  .03 
-•03 


M.IO 
6.10 


3^95 
6^08 


♦  .1^ 

♦  ,02 


OLNEY 


3  107,6 
5  109,2 


M,20 
5,70 


M  ,  OM 
5,93 


4  .16 
-,23 


M,10 
5.60 


M,12 
5^9M 


•  02 

•  3M 


M  .20 
6.10 


M^50 
6^17 


-•30 
-•07 


M.IO 
6^00 


M^06 
6^  12 


♦  ,0H 
-•12 


park  street 
parksioe 


3  11)7,7 
5  107,5 


3  111,9 
5  116,7 


'M.OO 
5,50 


M.30 
6,90 


M.03 
5,78 


'  M  ,  30 
6,60 


-,03 
-,28 


4,00 

♦  .  30 


M,10 
5,80 


M.60 
6,5p 


M.ll 
5.80 


M  ,  MO 
6^58 


-•01 
♦  •00 


♦  •20 

*.08 


M  .  30 
6^00 


M^60 
6^70 


M  •M9 
6^03 


M^77 
6. BO 


-•19 
-.03 


-.17 
-•10 


M^OO 
5^70 


M^  10 
6^M0 


M  .  06 
5^98 


M^30 
6^72  / 


-,06 
-.20 

-•20 
-•32 


PARKWOOD 


3  113^5 
5  117,6 


M.3(f 
6^M0 


M  ,  MO 
6,68 


•  10 

•  ?n 


M,M0 
6,50 


M  ,50 
&^65 


-•10 
-•15 


M  •MO 
6,80 


M^08 
6lfl7 


-•M8 
-•07 


M^IO 
6.60 


M  ,39 
6,79 


-•29 
-a9 


PINE  CREST 


3  109^2 
5  111,2 


^.20 
6^30 


M,13 
6,11 


4  .07 
♦  •I'' 


M  ,20 
6,30 


M.22 
6^11 


-•02 
♦  •IQ 


M  .70 
6^10 


M.59 


♦ .  11 

-.2M 


M.MO 
6^20 


M^15 
6^28 


♦  ,25 
-.06 


PINEY  BRANCH 
PLEASANT  VIEW 


5  101,5 


3  113,8 
6  101.9 


5.00 


M.IO 
5.20 


5.25 


'4>.M2 
5,29 


.?5  4.90 


.32 
.09 


M.IO 
5.00 


5^29 


M^52 
5^33 


•  39 


•  42 

•  33 


5-  00 


5^00 
5^10 


5^53 


M^90 
5^56 


-•53' 


♦  ,10 
-.M6 


5/00 


M,20 
5^30 


5^50 


M^Ml 


-,50 


-•21 
-•2M 


POOLEbVILLE 
POTOMAC 


3  109.7 
5  107.7 


3  113.2 
5     108. M 


3.60 
5.80 


M.70 
6.90 


M  .  16 
5.80 


-.56 

4  .00 


3.60 
5.00 


M.39  4.31  M.50 
5.86       41.0m  •  6.50 


M.25 
5.82 


M  .MB 
5.80 


-.65  •  '4*00 
-.02  6.30 


♦  .02 

♦  .62 


M  .qO 
7.00 


M.63 
6.05 


M.06 
6^11 


-.63 
♦  .25 


♦  •OU 

♦  ^89  • 


3^60 
5^90 


M^30 
6^60 


M^17 
6^00 


M,3fl 
6,05" 


-.57  • 
-.10 


-.08 
4,55 


RADNOR 


3  11»*,0 
5  115,9 


M.60 
6.90 


M,  MM 
6.52 


4.16 

4  .38 


M  ,60 
6.50 


M.5M 
b.bl 


♦  ^06 
-•01 


5.20 
7^00 


M^91 
6^73 


♦  ^29 

♦  •27 


M^MO 
>^10 


M^M2 
6^65 


-•02 
♦  .M5 


RITCHIE  PARK 


i  115. M 
5     lis. 6 


M.60 
6,00 


M.53 
6.50 


4  .07 
4  .30 


M.60 
6.70 


M  .63 
6.M8 


-.0^ 
♦  •22 


M.80 
7.10 


5^00 
6^71 


-•20 
♦  ,39 


M,50 
6^90 


M  ^50 
6^63 


♦  .00 
♦.27 


ROCK  CREEK  FOREST 


3  105.2 
5  10M,9 


M.bO 

5,80 


3,87 
5.55 


4.I'3 

4.25 


M.OO 
5.80 


3.95 
5.58 


♦  •05 

♦  ,22 


M  •MO 
5^90 


M^33 
5^61 


♦  •07 

♦  ,09 


M  ,10 
5.Q0 


3^91 
5^76 


♦  •19 

♦  •12 


ROCK  CREEK  PALISADES  3  109,5 
^      5  108^5 


H^50 

6•^30 


M.15 
5,87 


4,35 
♦  .M3 


M.60 
6.00 


M.2M 
5^88 


♦  ^36 

♦  •1? 


M  •qO 
6.60 


M^61f 
6^11 


♦  ^29 

♦  •  m9 


M  ^20 
6^10 


t^«l6 
6^06 


♦  .OM 
4,0M 


ROCK  CREEK  VALLEY         3  113.1 

5     112.9         6. MO 


ROCKING  HOKSL  ROAD       3     106.'*  3.90 
b     102.9  5.20 


4  .38 
6.26 


3.95 
5.38 


«>,02 
4.1M 


.05 
.18 


M.MO 
6.30 


3,90 
5.10 


M.MO 
6^26 

M^03 
5^M1 


-,08 
♦  •  OM 


•  13 

•  31 


5.10 
6.80 


M  ^60 
5^M0 


M^05 


M^Ml 
5^65 


♦  •25 

♦  ^2 


♦  •19 
-,25 


M  ,50 
6^50 


M  •OO 
5,30 


M.37 
6.M1- 


3,^a 

5,62 


♦  ,13 

♦  ,09 


♦  •02 
-•32 
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•DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES,  AND 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (ROLLING  TERRACE  -  TWINBROOK) 

FADLf   3.      SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES^  PROFILE* 

i 


ROLLING  TERRACE 
ROLLINGHOOD 

ROSEMARY  HILLS 

ROSEHONT 

SADDLEfiAOOK 

SEVEN  LOCKS  ROAD 

SHERWOOD 

SOMERSET  ^ 

SOUTH  LAKE 

t 

s^rIng  hill 

stedhick 

stonegate 

strathhore 

sukhit  hall 

*  takoha  park 
travilah 

tuckerhan 

twinbrook 


SCHOOL  NVlE 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL. 
SCHOOL 
CNRMLL 

MLNT 

(?) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

PERCCNT 
AVfRAGE^ 

DAILY 
AT  TEN- 
DANCE 

(A) 

1  ■ 

'  r 

'  ('  ' 
TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERI ENCE 

PERCENT 
STAFF 

MASTER'S 
DEGREE 

OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

MONTGOMERY  7 
SCHOOL   AGE  CHlLDREf^ 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
CDUCA- 
riON  OF 
MOTHER 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(i) 
(12) 

TEACHCR 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

APMIN. 
(6) 

P-^  327  18.0       93.6  17.1 


P-5 
P-6 


1.0  W.^       32.0        27.6  7.8 


•^-6  20.^       96.3  11.0  1.0 

P-6  50^  17.3      9^.7  28.1  1.0 

P-6  339  16.3      95.1  19.7  1.0 


9.1  23.0        A5.8  0.6 

9.2  12.5  ^3.3  ^.^ 
11.4      10.7        36.7  2^4 


•^"6  ^91  21.8  96.0  21.5  1.0  8.6  *21.0  28.9  5.9 

K-6  380  22.3  96.9  16.0  i.O  9.6       17.9  ^7.1  4.4 

P-5  54^  19.1  94.5  26.3  2.0  10.7      27.0  32.1  8.2 

•^"6  409  19.0  9*5.9  20.5  i.O  20^3 


12.5  llf088 

14.7  07f407 

12.7  13t719 

12.2  lit  108 


12.7  19,554;^' 

14.3  24.<i:^^  , 

.  7 

12.7  16 f 684 


20.0  48.8  . 2.5  lA . 6  23f762 

P-6          401          21.2       95.7          17.9         1.0            8.9      lfr.4^  31.8  IA.3  12.2^  11.526 

K-6           219           23.1       94.5            8.5         i.O            8.1       35.0  ^7.4         4.4  12.8  3.8.326 

K-6          434          19.7      95.6          21.0         1.0            7.3       20.5  ^.9        a.O  NA  NA 

K-6          449           21.4       96.4           20.0         1.0            8.6       18.0  23.8  '      7.0  12.7  18.810 

K-6          4^0          20.4      95.4          22.5         1.0            9.4       21.0  36.2        5.0,  12.8  13.767 


K-6  59\         22.1      95.0  25.0  2.0 


536  18.8  93.0 

439  21.3  94.4 


27.6  1.0 
19.6  1.0 


9.4       27.5        25.9  6.8 

5 

11-1       13.0  38.4 


9  •  1       16*.  0         19 .  4  6.8 


12.3  11.849 

12.5  11.395 

12.6  17 f 119 


K-6  364  2l#4      96.3  16.0         1.0  7.2  36.5 

^-6  728  19.8   *  95.2  34.8         2.0.         15.5       23.3        44.6  2.6 


4        0.0  14. 3  24.106 


12.5  13.098 


♦  %tt  CHAPTER  3»  MGES  72-7'3,  fOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AN&  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILH. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   ( ROLLING  TERRACE  -  TWINBROOK) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE   GRADE   EQUIVALENT   SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPAfJED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE.  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


MONTGOMtRY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTLH 


SCHOOL  NAHL 


SKILL  ARtAS 


VOCAHULARY 


READING  COMPREHfNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVLRACE  AVERAGE     MARY-      ^ I FFFB-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND     ,  Lf'Cr  LAND 
SAS  GE         NORM  GE  NORM 


DIFFFR-  AVERAGE.  MaRY- 

lnce  land 

GE  NORM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DIFFER- 
ENCE LAND  ENCE 
GE  NORM 


ROLLING  TERRACE 
ROLLINGHOQU 


ROSEMARY  HiLLS 


3.  109,5 


3 

5  lll.Q 


3  lUU.S 
5  98,9 


3.60 
U.90 

3.b0 


6.09 


3,n3 
5.02 


,55  3.60 


♦  .SO 
31 


.33 
.52 


5.10 
6.X0 


3.60 
(1.30 


(I.2U 


(1.50 
6.  10 


3.90 
5.07 


,61*  ♦  ^'lO 


. ♦ .60  • 
♦  .30 


-.30 
-.77  • 


5.,«|a 
6.(iO 


5*90 
<».60 


It  .61 


H  .87 

0^32 


It  .20 
5.31 


.31  3.60 


+  .5^ 

♦  .oa 


-.38 
-.71. 


It  .ao 

6**»0 


3. MO 
«f.70 


U.16 


It.  39 
6.26 


5.87 
5.30 


-.56  • 


4  .t«l 
♦.  1*» 


-,t»7  • 
-.60  • 


ROSEMONT 


3  lOU.S 
5  1011.9 


3.00 
5.60 


3.8>i 
5.5b 


-.Oit 
♦  .05 


It. 00 
5.«»0 


3.92 
5.58 


♦  .oa 
-.  in 


<t.  30 
5.90 


It.  30 
5.81 


♦  .00 

♦  .09 


3.70 
5.80 


3.89 
5.78 


-.  19 
♦  ,02 


SAOOLLBROOK 


3  109.8 
b  113,5 


It. 20 
6.20 


•4.17 
6.31 


♦  .03 
-.11 


It, 30 
6,00 


It.  26 
6,31 


♦ ,  On 
-.31 


<t.70 
6.50 


It. 63 
6.53 


♦  .07 
-.03 


il.UO 
6.50 


It.  18 
6.t»6 


♦  .22 

♦  ,0*» 


SeVEN  LOCKS  KOAD 


3  11U,3 
5  112,8 


<4,itO 
6,60 


it,i»6 
6,25 


-,06 
♦  ,35 


It ,  itO 
6, to 


It,  56 
6.25 


-.16 
4.15 


5.10 
7.10 


11.93 
6.17 


♦  .17 

♦  .63 


it.*»0 
6.70 


M.tlit 
6.i»0 


-.0«* 
♦  ,30 


S»€R«OOD 


3  103,5 
5  106,9 


3,50 
5,80 


3,76 
5,73 


-,26 
►  ,07 


3,60 
5,80 


3.83 
5,75 


-,23 
♦  .05 


3.80 
5.O0 


It. 21 
5.98 


-.*»I* 
-.08 


3.50 
6.00 


3.81 
5.93 


-.31  ' 

v;o7 


SOMERSET 


3  118. U 
5  116.3 


5.00 
7.20 


It. 72 
6.56 


4.28 
4  .6it 


5.?0 
6.80 


It.  83 
6.5'* 


♦  .37 

♦  .26 


5.50 
7.20 


5.^0 
6.77 


♦  .30 

♦  .i»3 


5.  00 
7.10 


It.  60 
6.60 


♦  ,32 

♦  ,t»2 


SOUTH  LAKfc 


3  109, It 
5  108,7 


3.,00 
6,  10 


M ,  lit 
5,89 


-,3H 
4,21 


3.80 
6,00 


it,?3 
5,90 


-.13 
♦  .10 


It  .UO 
6.  lO 


It. 61 
6.13 


-.21 
-.03 


3.90 
6.  00 


it.  16 
6.08 


-.26 

-,oa 


SPRING  RILL 


3  115,0 
5     111), 6 


M,50 
6.30 


It  .50 
6.itl 


.00 
.11 


It. 30 
6.10 


It  .60 
6.itO 


-.30 
-.30 


U  .  AO 
6.30 


11.98 
6.62 


.18 
.32 


It.  30 
6.  30 


U.UO 
6.55 


-.18 
-.25 


STEOWlCK 


STONEGATt 


3  111.9 
5  109,7 


3  108,3 
5  111,9 


It, 30 
6,itO 


It, 20 
6,70 


<t,30 
5.98 


It  ,07 
6,17 


♦  ,00 

♦  ,it2 


,13 

.53 


It,  30 
6.50 


U,  30 
6.f»0 


It ,  itO 
5,99 


It,  15 
b.l7 


-.10 
4.51 


♦  .15 

♦  .23 


i».?0 
6.50 


it.,90 
6.80 


,it.77 
6.21 


i».53, 
6.X0 


-.57 
♦  .29 


♦  .37 

♦  .MO 


It.  00 
6.20 


i»  .1  0 
6.60 


U.  30 
6. 16 


It.  09 
6.33 


-.30 
4  ,0i» 


♦  ,01 

♦  ,27 


straThmorc 


SUMMIT  HALL 


3  108,5 
5  110,9 


3  107,5 
5  111,8 


i»,00 
6,30 


3,80 
5,60 


It. 08 
6.08 


1.02 
6,16 


-,0ft 
♦  ,2? 


-,22 
-,56 


It, 00 
6.  00 


3,80 
5,70 


It, 17 
6.09 


It.  10 
6.  16 


.  17 
.09 


-.30 
-iit6 


*.^0 

6.00 


It.  ?0 
6.00 


14.55 
6.31 


14.148 
6.39 


-.?5 
-.31 


-.28 


14.  00 
6.20 


3.90 
6.  00 


U.  10 
6.25 

it.05 
6.32 


-.10 
-».05 


-.15 
-.32 


takoma  park 


TRAVILAH 


TUC»(ERMAN 


TKINOROOK 


,  3     101.6  ,  3.50 


,  10«*.5 
5^  111.9 


3  110. 1 
5     lilt, It 


3  107,7 
5  106,1 


3,00 
5,90 


14,20 
6,50 


3,70 
5,60 


3,6t 


3,83 
6.17 


14,  19 
6,30 


14,03 
5,66 


,114 


-,03 
-,27 


♦  ,0l 

♦  ,11 


-,33 
-,06 


3,140 


3.71 


-.31 


.20 
.57 


.08 
.  18 


-.«4l 
-.18 


3.70- 


14.00 
6.00 


«4.60 
6.70 


3.«0 
5.60 


it. 09         -.39         3.60  3.70 


It, 28 

6U0 


14.65 
6.61 


14.14^ 
5.91 


-.28 
-.140 


-.OS" 
♦  .09 


-.59 
-.31 


3.80 
6.00 


14.  10 
6.30 


3.60 
14,90 


3.87 
6.33 


14.20 
6.53 


14.06 
5,87 


-.10 


.07 
.33 


-.10 
-.23 


-,146  • 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7A-75,   FOR  DEFlNlirON  OF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDtD  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


387 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (VIERS  MILL  -  WYNGATE) 
TABLE  3.       SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY -AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROF.ILE+ 


PERttNT 

TOTAL 

AVERAGC 

GRADE 

schoul 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY.  ' 

ORGANI- 

CNROlL 

STAFF 

ATTbN- 

ZATION 

MtNT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

SCHOOL  NAM£ 

(1) 

(2  } 

(3) 

(^) 

VIERS  MILL 


WASHINGTON  GROVE 


TOTAL  NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PtRCENT  ^ 

STAFF 
MASTER' S 

DEGREE 
OR  ^DOVE 
(9  } 

SCHOOL    AGE  CHI LDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

VAN- 
TACLD 

MEDIAN  ' 
CDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOPHER 
(LI)  ' 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCHMl 
($) 
(12) 

TEACHER 
♦  5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7)  , 

ADMIN. 
(8  } 

^P~6  607  19.^       95.1  29.3         2.0  9.9 


11.3  33.6 


•^-6  578  19.9       9^.3  ^       27.0         2.0         10.  7         23.  5         ^l.A  0.9 


3. A  12.3  12|563 


12.7         15 » 816 


WATKINS  MILL 


WAYSIDE 


weller  road 


wesT  rockville 


weSTBROOK 


WESTOVER 


WHEATON  HOODS 


WHETSTONE 


WHITTIER  WOODS 


WILLIiam  TYLER  PAGE 


5A9  21.5       95.0  2A.5         1.0         10.5         16.9         31. A  1. 


lA.O  ISfAie 


618  22.9  96.2  25.0  2.0  8.9  16.5  1.0  lA .  9  •'29,462 

•^"6  588  20.6  95.3  26.5  2.0  13,0  13. A  38.6  3.8  12.5  15»961 

P^6r  558  17.2  9A.1  30.6  2.0  9.5  17.0  29.2  6.6  12.5  1A,351 

K-6  380  22.3  9/^!  16.0^  1.0  16.5  lA .  8  58.8  2.3  13.8  20»373 

^'f>  397  18.9  97.1l  20.0  1.0  12.9  26.0  A7.6  2.1  13.2  22»123 

•^"6  596  19.2  95.7  29.0  2.0  13.9  20.0  A3. 5  3.0  12.5  1A,98A 

K-6  620  19. A  9A.e  30  .0  2.0  IL.l  16.5  A6.9  0.0  1A.5  19,3A8 

•^"6  312  20.1  96.0    "       1A.5  1.0  12.7  16.9  A1.9  3. A  lA.A  28,535 

•^"6  A62  18.5  96.6  2A.0  1.0  9.1  21.0  36^0  0.9  12.8  18,932 


WOOD  ACRES 


WOODF I  E4LD> 


weODLEY  GARDENS 


WOODLIN 


K-6 


^21  23. A       96. A  17.0         1.0       '12.7         10.0         50.0         3.5  1A.3     *  25,225 


P-6  360  21.0  95.6 

K-6  330  23.6  9:^.5 


16.1         X.O  15.5       20.0         55.5  6.2 


13.0         1.0  8.0       16.8         28.6  l.A 


276  22.1       95.8  11^5         1.0  12.8     *22.0         A8.0  1.7 


12.2  12,876 
14.0  18,059 

12.7  16,A0A 


WOODS  IDE 


WYNGATE 


K-6  3A9  16.2       93.1  20.5         1.0  11.6       16.0         55.8      '^8.2/''  Iz. 


13,93A 


K-6  AAO  19.1      96.1  22.0        1.0  13.1       32.0         30.A         1.2  13.9  21,097 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  J>AG6S  72-73»  FOR  jUl^lTION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  TrflS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   WIERS  MILL  -  WYNGATE) 

r 

J 

TABLE  4*     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUI VALENT - SCORES ,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

SCHOOL  SYSTtM  '  '  '       '  f 

'  SKILL  AREA$         -  ^ 


VOCABULARY                   READING  COMPREHENSION                LANGUAGE  TOTAL  MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

tRAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND       ENCE  ,  >AND 
GE        norm  GE  NORM 


.SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER- 

LAND        EmCE  land        EnCE  _        LAND        ENCE,  ^LANO  ENCfc 

SAS  GE        NORM  GE  NORM 


VIErS  mill-                   3  103. «l  3.50  3.75  -.25  3. HO  3.83  -.H3  3.90  H.21  -.31  3.60  3.81  -.21 

5  106.1  5.10  5.66  -.56  5.10  5.68  -.5fl  5. HO  5.91  -.51  5.20  5.87  -.67  • 

WASHINGTON  GROVE          3  106.1  3.80  3.93  -.J3  3.80  H.Ol  -•21  H.3O  H.39  -i09  H.OO  3.97  ♦.03 

5  109.8  5.90  5.99  -,09  5.70  5.99  -.29  6.10  6.22  -.12  6.10  6.17  -.07 

« 

WATkXNS  mill    <              3  107.7  H.HO  H.O?  ^.37  H.30  H.II  ♦•19  H.5O  H.H9  +.01  H.IO  H.06  ♦.OH 

5  lll.-O  6. HO  6.09  ♦.ai  r  6. HO       '  6.10  +.30  6.30  6.32  -.02  6. HO  6.26  ♦.IH 
* 

WAYSIDE                           3  111.9^  H.50  H.3O  ♦.20  H.60  H.HO  +.20  5.00  H.7T  +.23  H.HO  H.30  ♦.lO 

5  110.8   '  6.50  6.07  ♦.H3  6.20  6.08  ♦.l^  6. MO  6.31  +.09  6.60^  6.25  ^.35 

WEU.ER  ROAD                   3  105.3  H.tfo  3.88  +.12  H.OO  3.95  V.05  H.iO  H.33  *.23  3.80  3.92  -.12 

a  109.5  5.90  5.96  -.06  5.80  5.97  -.17  *  5.9Q  6.20  ^^^.30  5.70  6.1H  -,HH 

\ 

WEST  ROCKVILLE              3  105.8  3.60  3.91  -.31  3.70  3.99  -.29  H.OO  H.37  -.37  3.70  3.95  -.25 

^               5  108.2  5.90  5.8H  +.06  5.90,  5.86  ♦.OH  6.10  6.09  4.01  6.30  6. OH  ^.26 

WEST5R00K                      3  111.6  H.70  H.28  ^.42  H.70  H.38  +.32  5.20  H.75  ♦.HS  H.50  H.28  * .22 

5  11H.5  6.50  6. HQ  ♦.lO  6. HO  6.39  +.01  .   6.70  6.61  +.09  6.50  6.5H  -.OH 

WESTOVCR                         3  IIH.O  H.50  H.i»H  ^.06  H.50  H.5H  -.OH  ^  5.20  H.91  ^.29  H.60  H.H2  4.18 

5  110. H  6.70  6. OH  >,66  6. HO  6. OH  ^.36  7.00  6.27  ^.73  •  6.60  6.21  ♦.39 

WHEaTON  woods                3  lOH.l  3.90  3.80  ♦.lO  3.90  3.87  4.03  H.20  u.25  -.05  H.OO  3.85  ♦.IS 

5  107.8        5.50  5.81  -.31  5.50  5.82  -.32  5.90  6.06  -.16  5.70  6.0 1  -.31 

WH^SIPNE                       3  108.0  H.IO  H.05  +.05  H.IO  H.13  ^-.03  *.60  H.51  +.09  H.20  H.08  4.12 

I                             5  111.5  6. HO  6.1H  ^.26  6.20  6.1H  4.06  6.3O  6.36  -.06  6.30  6.30  ♦.00 

WHITTIER  WOODS              3  11H.3  H.HO  H.H6  -.06  H.30  H.56  -.26  H.flO  H.93  -.13  H.30  H.HH  -.IH 

5  119.1  7.30  6.81  ♦.H9  7.00  6.78  ^  4.22  7.20  7.00  4.20  7.00  6.91  ♦,09 


WILLIAM  TYLER  PAGE 

3 

111.1 

3.90 

H.25 

-.35 

H. 

10 

5 

112.1 

6.10 

6.19 

-.09 

5. 

80 

WOOD  ACRES 

3 

11H.7 

H.80  , 

H.U8 

♦  .32 

H. 

90 

5 

118. or 

6.90 

6.71 

♦  .19 

6. 

80 

UOODFIELD  ' 

3 

IIl.O 

^.SO 

♦  .26 

60 

s 

115.1 

6.70 

♦  .2S 

6. 

80 

WOOtbLEY  GARDEfA 

3 

105.6 

H.20 

3.90 

♦  .30 

H. 

20 

5 

11H.8 

6.50 

6.H3 

♦  .07 

6. 

60 

WOODLIN 

3 

103.6 

H.pO 

3.77 

♦  .23 

3, 

90 

5 

105^2 

6. HO 

5.58 

♦  .8^  • 

6. 

30 

VOODSIDE 

3 

107.5 

3.60 

H.02 

-.H2 

3. 

90 

<• 

5 

10H.7 

5.20 

5.5H 

-.3H 

5. 

HO 

WVNtATE 

3 

115.6 

H.60 

H.5H 

♦  .06< 

H. 

60 

5. 

115.5 

6.70 

6.H9 

♦  .21 

6. 

70 

- — n — — 

H.3H 
6.19 

2H 
39 

H.30 
6.20 

H.72 
6. HI 

-.H2 
-.21 

H.OO 
5.70 

H.26 
6.35 

-.26 
-.65 

H.58 
6.69 

♦ . 
♦  . 

32 
11 

5.20 
7.10 

H.96 
6.91 

♦  .2H 

♦  .19 

H.HO 
6.90 

H.H6 
6.82 

-.06 
♦  .08 

6.44 

♦ 
♦ 

26 
36 

5.20 
7.10 

4.71 
6.67 

♦  .49 

♦  .43 

4.50 
6.90 

4.25 
6.59 

♦  .25 

♦  .31 

3.97 
6.H2 

♦  . 

♦  . 

23 
18 

H.70 
6.90 

H.35 
6.6H 

'  ^.35 
♦  .26 

3.90 
6.80 

3.9h 
6.56 

-.OH 
♦  .2H 

3.8H 
5.60 

♦ 
♦  • 

06 

70  • 

H.30 
6.10 

H.22 
5.8H 

♦  .08 

♦  .26 

H.OO 
6«30 

3.82 
5.80 

♦  .18 

♦  .50 

H.IO 
5.56 

20 
16 

H.HO 
5. HO 

H.H8 
5.&0 

-.08 
-.HO 

3.80 
5.50 

H.05 
5.76 

-.25 
-.26 

H.6H 
6.H8 

♦  i 

OH 
22 

5.00 
6. AO 

* 

5.02 
6.70 

-.02 
♦  .10 

H.50 
6.80 

H.52 
6.<(2 

v> 

-.02 
♦  .18 

«  SJEG  CHAPTER  3t  MGES  74-75f  FOR  DEFINITIDN  OF  TERHSf  EX^LANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCDHPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRESf  AND 
4^     ECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  ''DI FFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 

erJc,  a-n 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   ( SOUTHLAWN  -  LELAND  JR  HIGH) 

t 

TABLE   3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PR0FILE4= 


SCHOOL  NAME 


PERCENT 

■  TOTAL 

AVCRACf 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

PUPI L/ 

DA  ILY 

ORGAN  I  - 

ENROLL  - 

S  T  AFF 

a  T  TEN- 

2ATI0N 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

(1) 

(2) 

(  3  ) 

) 

SOUTHLAWN 

W  H  FARQUHAR 
ARGYLE 

BENJAMIN  BANNEKER  Jf^ 
CABIN  JOHN  JR  HIGH 

■L 

COL  E  BROOKE  LEE  JR 


5-B         ^35  13.7  93.2 


6-8  975  16-6  94j.2 


7-9  813 


DAMASCUS  SR  HIGH 
EARLC  B  WObp  JR  HIGH 

EASTER#tJR  HIGH 


V-9  1,365 


TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
f  XPf  R lENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER ' S 

DCr.RFE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9  ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 
VAN-  ' 
TAGED 
( 10) 

MC  DI AN 
EDUC  A- 
TION  OF 
MOIHER 
( II) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
iNCOMt 
(  4  )  ' 
(12) 

TEACHER 
(  5 ) 

ADMIN. 
(  6 ) 

T[  ACME  R 
(  7  ) 

ADMl N. 
(B) 

37.0 

2.0 

18  •  0 

A3. 6 

6.-8 

12.1 

12 t 809 

55.6 

3.0 

9.6 

18. 

A0.9\ 

6.3 

12.7 

16f 130 

50.0 

2.0 

7.2 

12.3 

AO.A 

3.8 

12.8 

14i 7B4 

36.0 

2.0 

8.7 

18.0 

A7.A 

4.0 

NA 

NA 

56.5 

3.0 

7.7 

3. A 

14.5 

24t755 

51. (y 

3.0 

8.7 

18.2 

A2.6 

2.8 

12.8 

17t250 

60.0 

3.0  ^ 

10.9 

25.3 

50.8 

4.8 

12.5 

14,ii05 

62.5 

3.0 

13.7 

20.0 

61.1 

10.1 

12.2 

13f 093 

71.0 

3.0 

11.5 

25. B 

56.7 

2.5 

12  .8 

20,218 

907  16.5       94.1  52.0         3.0         12.7         20. 8       i^5.5  5.1  12.6  14.245 


48,0         1.^        XO.O         23.5       42, 9  4.2  12,4 


EDWIN  W  BROOME   JR  HIGH         7-9  713  15.8  93,4 

FRANCIS  SCOTT  KEY  JR  HIGH  7-9  727  15.0       94.4  ii6.5         2^  9,8      ,2ii,3  i,9.5 

GAITHERSBURG  JR  HIGH  7-9       1,102  liv.8       91.5  71.5         3,0  .  &         19, i^s.o 


13, 070 


1.8  12.7       17,8  34 


5.5  12,4  13t049 


HBRBERT  HOOVER  JR  HIGH         7-9  965^  16,3       9*. 4  56.0  3,0 

JOHN  T  BAKER  ^  7-«  569  ^ 


9.9         X8.3       49.1  0,5  13.9  2li542 


JULIUS  WEST  JR  HIGH 


KENSINGTON    JR  HIGH 


LELAND  JR  HIGH 


13.2  95.2  Al.O  2.0  10.7  22.5  44.2 

^-9           969           1^.7  94.5  63,0  3.0  9,4  1^*2  37.9 

I 

745           16,2  92,7  44.0  2.0  H'^  ji^^j 

721           15.8  94.1  43,5  2,0  9,9  21.5  45.1 


•  .7 

4,9 


12.5 
12.7 


13,081 
15,333 


3,3  13,4  X8,784 


4.0  13,7  20,048 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  ►aces  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  Of  tWTA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (SOUTHLAWN  -  LELAND  JR  HIGH) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  "  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREAt   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*. 


M0NT60MEHY  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTEM 


Skill  areas 


SCHOOL  NAME 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MA^Y-      DlFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DjFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY--  *V^"*GE  MARY 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EkiCE 


6E 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


SOUTHLAWN 


103.9 
101.7 


5.00 
6.30 


5.116 
6.92 


.62 


5,00 
6.50 


5.<»9 
6.93 


-•U9 
-.«»3 


5.20 
6.30 


5,73 

7;o3 


-•53 
-•73 


6^ao 


5^70 
7^l8 


-•50 
-,38 


W  H  FAROUHAR 
AR6YL& 


7     107.0  7.50 


106.2 
111. a 


7.90 
9.70 


7.50  f.OO 


7^m 

9^6<» 


♦  •49 

♦  ,06 


7^60 


7^90 
9,60 


7^39 
9^5e 


♦  •13 


♦  •51 

♦  •02 


7^70 


10 

9^90 


7^53  ^^17 


7^«»6 
9^*»*» 


♦  •6* 

♦  •H6* 


7^70 


8^20 
9^70 


7^72 


-•02 


♦  •56 

♦  ,06 


DENJAMIN  BANNEkER  JR  7     106^1  7.80 


7.110 


♦  •«»0  t,70 


7.38 


♦  .32 


7.30 


7. •15 


7.80 


7.63 


♦.17 


CABIN  JOHN  JR  HI  7 
9 


113.8 
116.6 


8.50 
10.30 


8.23 
10.20 


♦  .27 

♦  .10 


8.40 
10.00 


8.15 

10. m 


♦  •25 
-.1% 


8.50 
10.00 


8.10 
9.92 


♦  .32 

♦  .08 


8.60 
10.10 


8.H2 
10.16 


♦  .18 
-.06 


COL  t  BROOKE  LEE  JR  7 
9 


106;l| 
109.4 


8.10 
9.70 


7.43 
9.36 


♦  .67 

♦  .34 


7.80 
9.40 


7.41 
9.30 


♦  f39 

♦  .10 


7.90 
9.50 


7.48 
9.20 


♦  .H2 

♦  .30 


8.00 
9.60 


7.66 
9.39 


\.34 
♦  .21 


COL  -JOSEPH  BELT  JR  H  7 
9 


104.5 
106.1 


7.30 
9.10 


7.22 
8.98 


♦  .08 

♦  .12 


7.20 
8.90 


7.21 
8.92 


-.01 
-.02 


7.40 
8.80 


.  7.30 
8.87 


♦  .10 
-.07 


7.70 
9.20 


7. 46 
9.03 


♦  .24 
♦.17 


DAMASCUS  SH  JR  HIGH    9     104.7  6.80 


8.82 


-.02 


8.76 


♦  .14 


8.70 


8.73 


»03 


9.20 


♦  .32 


CARLE  B  WOOD  JR  HIGH  7     113.5        a* 40 
9     114.7  10.00 


CaSTErN  JH  high  7     104.8  7.50 

9     108.5  9.40 


8.20 
9.98 


7.26 
9.26 


4.20 
♦  .02 


♦  .24 

♦  .14 


8.30 
9.90 


7.40 
9.40 


8.l2i 
9.92 


7.24 
9.20 


♦  .18 

-.02 


♦  .16 

♦  .20 


8. AO 
10.30 


7.40 
5.50 


8*15 
9.73 


7.32 
9.11 


♦  .65 

♦  .57 

( 

♦  .08 

♦  .39 


8.70 
10.20 


7.80 
9.40 


8.39 
9.96 


7.49 
9.29 


♦  .31 

♦  ,24 


♦  ,31 

♦  .U 


eOMiN  W  BROOME  JR  HI  7     104,7        7.20  7.25 
9     108,6        9.20  '9.27 


FHANClS  SCOTT  KEY  JR  7     107.2        8.00  7.52 
9     111,4      It. 00  9,59 


-.05 

♦^48 
♦  .41 


7,10 
9,00 


7.80 
9.80 


7.23 
9.21 


7.49 
9.53 


-.13 
-.21 


♦  .31 

♦  .27 


70^0 
9.30 


7.90 
9.60 


7.31 
9.12 


7.55 
9.^40 


♦  .09 

♦  .18 


♦  .35 

♦  .20 


7.30 
9.00 


8.20 
9.80 


7.48 
9,30 


7.74 
9.^0 


-,18 
-,30 


♦  !2^ 


•AlTHErtSBURO  JR  HIGH  7 
9 


10^. a 

106,6 


7.30 
^.00 


7.15 
9,04 


♦  .15 
-.04 


7.10 
8,90 


7.14 
8.98 


-too 

-.08 


7.30 
9.00 


7.23 
8.9;^ 


♦  .07 

♦  .00 


7.40 
9.10 


7.39 
9.00 


♦  ,01 

♦  ,02 


HCRBCRT  HOOVER  JR  HI  7 
9 


114.0 
US, 3 


JOHN  T  BAKER 


7  100.5 


0.50 
10.10 


7.20 


0.26 
10.05 


7.66 


4,24 
♦  .05 

-,46 


0,40 
10.00 


7,30 


0.17 
9.99 


7.62 


♦  .23 

♦  .01 


.32 


0.00 
10.40 


7.50 


8.20 
9.79 


7.68 


♦  .60 

♦  .61 


.18 


8.70 
10.10 


7.70 


8.4U 
10.02 


7.87 


♦  .26 

♦  ,08 


-.17 


JULIUS  WEST  JR  HIGH  7 
9 


106.1 
110,6 


7.70 
9.40 


7,40 
9,50 


♦  .30 
-,10 


7.70 
9,40 


7.38 
9.44 


♦  .32 
-.04 


7.70 
9.20 


7.45 
9.32 


♦  .25 
-.12 


7.70 
9.60 


7.63 
9.52 


♦  ,07 

♦  ,08 


KCNSINaTON  JR  HI 


LLLANO  JR  HitH 


108,6 
110,7 


115.8 
115.0 


8.30 
10.10 


8.90 
10.50 


7,47 
9^51 


8,45 
10.01 


♦  .63 
^.59 

♦  .45 

♦  .49 


8,20 
9,80 


8*70 
10,00 


7.63 
9.45 

8.39 
9.95 


♦  .57 

♦  .35 


4.35 
♦  .05 


8.30 
9.90 


8.00 
10.20 


7.69 
9.33 

8.37 
9.76 


♦  .61 

♦  .57 


♦  .43 

♦  •44 


8.30 
9.70 


8.60 
9.80 


7.08 
9.53 


0,62 
9.99 


♦  ,42 

♦  ,17 


-,02 
-.19 


ERIC         *    /  ^^^'^ 


/ 

/ 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (MONTGOMERY  HILLS  JR  HIGH  -  WHITE  OAK  JR  HIGH) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

V 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
AT  Tf N- 
DANCE 

PERCENT 

STATE 
HASTCR  'S 

DECRCf 
OR  ADOVf 
(9) 

f 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

HLNT 

(2  ) 

PUPIL/ 
STAfE 
«AT  10 
13) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERUNCE  , 

PLRCENT 
DI SAD- 
VAN  - 
TAGED 
(10) 

HFDI AN 
EDUCA- 

TION  or 

HOThER 
(  11) 

HEDIAN 
FAHILY 
INCOMt 
(  (  ) 
(12  ) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TE ACMf R 
(51 

ADHIN . 
(&  ) 

TEACHER 
(71 

ADHIN. 
(8) 

HONTGOMERY  H\ii%  jR  HIGH       7-9  B13  Wi.O      ,92.6  55.0         3.0  11.2       20.9       ^1.^1  t,  ,2  12.6  1A,919 


MONTGOMERY  VILLAGE   jR  HIGH  7-9  747  14.2       95.5  49.5         3.0  8.6         22.0       23.8  2,3  13y/      IB. 131 


7-9       1,024  17.3       95.1  56.0         3.0  1».2       23.3       42.4  6.2  12  .5  14,784 


NEWPORT  JR  HIGH 


NORTH  B^ThESDA  JR  hIGH  7-9  1,107  17.9  95.7  60.0  2.0  10.3  21.5  48.4  /     1.9  13.6  19,953 

PAINT  BRANCH  9-12  1,294  16.6  93.9  75.0  3.0  10.4  22.9  54.5  3.4  12.7  17,529 

PARKLAND  JR  HIGH  7-9  1,243  17.0  94.0  70.2  3.0  9.1  14.1  47.6  3.0  12.6  i^^^-* 

POOLESVILLE   SR  JR  HIGH  7-12  595  11.9  69.2  ,     47.7  2.0  12.7  20.0  47.7  10.9  12.0  10,811 


RANDOLPH  JR  HIGH 
REDLAND 

robert  frost  > 
rockville  high 
'seneCa  valley  high 

sherwood  sr  high 

SLIGO  JR  Hir.M 
TAKOHA  PARK  JR  HIGH 


720  14.9       93.6  47.0        2.0  7.7         20.9  34.7 


3.4  12.5  13,590 


■^-9  999  16.9       95^0  56.0  3.0 


8.0         23.7       41.5  y^*^ 


12.7  16,120 


7-8  942 
9-12  1,372 
7-10  1,275 


16.2       96.6  56.0  2.0 

16.9       93.4  79.0  2.0 

17.0       92.5  73.0  -^2.0 


8.6         21.0^"^^  39.7 


11.6  21.5  58.0 
9.1         20.0  41.3 


9-12     1,192  16.2       91.3  70.5         3.0  11.1       12.0  ^U4.9 

7-9       li085  16.2       94.0  64.0         3.0  11.3       22. B  37.3 


2.0  13.4  20^.^3.? 
5.5  I2.jp,.^'^1.5,l84 
5.^8  NA  NA 

7.4  12.7  16,2^24 

3.1  12.6  16,613 


7-9 


807  13.7       9a..7  56.0        3.0  9.2        11.7       40.7  7.4  12.5  IV^Jlr- 


THOMAS  S.  HOOTTON  JR  HIGH     9-12     1,606  16.9  93.6 


7-9       1,265  17.8       95^*4  68.0 

736  16.7       95.6  '42.0 


97.0         3.0  11.1       16.7  53.0 

3.0  10.1    15.0  35.2 


10.6       24.9  46.4 


«23  16.5       95.4  48.0  ^     2.0  12.5       24.0  37.0 


7-9       1,125  17.3       95.4  62*0 


3vt5^  11.7 


27.5  44.6 


2.4^  13.4  21,071 

2.7  14.5  24,810 

0.6  13.1  17,596 

2.3  13.9  21»547 

1.2  12.9  20,337 


^jgP^^-'^^^W^^AGES  72-73,   FOR  DEF  ifmifljti^OF  IE  RMS  >ND  SOURCCS  OF  ^^lA  PROVID.Et^,  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


A. 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY   (MONTGOMERY  HILLS  JR  HIGH  -  WHITE  OAK  JR  HIGH) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BA.SED  ON  SCHOOL 
HONTGOMLHY  COUNTY      AVERAGE    STANDARD   AGJE  SCORES* 

SCHOOL  SYbTtM  ^ 

,  SKILL  ABCAS  ^ 


VOCAOULARY                    REAUING  CoMPRCMEr^S I  ON                LANGUAGE  TOTAL     '  HATHf^jj^CAL  TOT*L 

GE     MARY-  DIFFFR"  AVERAGE  MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFrfR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND Lnci  lamu       encc                   land      fnce  land 

SA5               GE         NORM                               Gt  NORM                               GE         NORM  GE  NORM 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DlFFER- 

LAMD         LnCI  lamu         ENCC  LAND         FNCE  LAND  E^CE 


MONTGOMERY  HILLS  JR     7  106, M  7.50  7.i*3  t.O?  7,«40  7. Ml  -.01  7.50  T.UO  ♦.02    •     7.50  7.66  -.  16 

9  106.6  9.20  9.0M  ♦.If,  9.00  6.90  ♦.OS  9.20  6.92  ^.26  9.00  9.08  -.06 

MONTGOMERY  VlLLA<iE  J  7  109.6  6.10  7.60  ♦,5o  7,90  7.75  ♦.IS  7.90  7.60  ♦.lO  8.20  6.01  ♦,19 

9  110.9  9.60  9.b»*  ♦.Sft  9,70  9. 46  ♦ .  22  9  JfO  9.35  ♦.SS  ^  9.80  9.55  ^.25 

NLWPORT  JR  HIGH            7  103.1  7.20  7,07  #,13  7.1^  7.07  ♦.OS  7.?0  7.16  ♦.OH  7. MO  7.32  ♦.oe 

9  106.9  9.30  9.07  4,23  9.10  9.01  ♦ .  09  9.10  8. 93  ^.  15  9.30  9.12  ♦.Ift 

NORTH  BETHtSDA  JR  HI   7  li5.5  8.70  B.U2  ^,26  8,60  6.32  ♦ .  26  9.00  8^35  ^.65  8.70  8.59  ♦.11 

9  117,1  ;10.50  10.25  4.25  10.20  10,20  ♦.OO  10. JO  9.97  ♦ .  33  10.30  10.22  ♦.OS 

PAINT  BRANCH                  9  108.7  9.50  9.28  ^,22  9,10  9,22  -.12  9.00  9.13  -.  13  9.20  9.3l  -.11 

PARKLAND  JR  HIGH           7  107.M  7,50  7,5M  -.OM  7,50  7.51  -.OJ  7,70  7,57  ♦.IS  7,70  7,76  -,06 

9  108.9  9.20  9.30  -.10  9,10  9.2M  -.IM  9.30  9.15  ^,15  9,50  9,33  ^,17 

POOLESVlLLt  SR  JR  HI  7  99, M  6.60  6,67  -,07  6.90  6.70  ♦ .  20  6, SO  6,81  -.31  6.90  6,9t4  -,0M 

9  99.0  8.10  0,25  -.15  a. 50      "     8.19  ♦.il  7.00  8.2U  -.MM  ^'^^  -.25 

RANDOLPH  JH  HIGH           7  103.9  7.  10  7.16  -.06  7,00  7.15  -.15  6.Q0  7.2M  -.3*1  7.20  7. MO  -.20 

9  -105,3  8,70  0.69  -,10  6,60  0.0?  -.22  '^••*0  0.79  -.39  8.70  6,9M 


RLDLAtiir'                           7     107,7         7,80           7,57  ♦,23  7,80  7.5M  ^.26  7,n0  7,60  ^,20  7,80   i  7,79  ^,01 

9     jog^2         9.10           9,22  -,12  9.10  9,16  -.06  8,90  9.08  -,16  9.^0  9,26  -,06 

ROBERT  FROST                  7     111.5        8,20           7,90  4,22  8.10  7,92  ^.16  8,30  7,96  ♦ ,  3«r  8, Mo  6,18  #,22 

ROCKVlLLE  HIGH              9     108.M         9. MO           9,25  ^,15  9, MO  9.19  ♦•2l  8,90  9.10  -,20  9,60  9,28  ♦.52 

SENECA  VALLLY  HJGH       7     103,9         7,60           7,l6  ♦,MU  7,50  7,15  ♦ .  35  7,U0  7.2H  ^,16  7,70  7,M0  ^,30 

9     1U5,0         9.00           8,65  4,15  6,90  6.79  #.11  8.70  8.76  -,06  8,80  6,91  -,11 

SHERWOOD  SH  JR  HIGH    9     1U5,1         9.20           8,86  ♦,3a  9.20  0.00  ♦.MO  0.90  8.77  ^,13  8.90      .    8,92  -,02 

SL160  JR  HIGH                7     106,6         7,70           7,m7  ♦,?3  7,70  7,M5  ^.25  7, HO  7.51  ^.29  7.90  7,70  ^,20 

9     109.0        9,20           9,32  -,12  9,10  9.25  -.15  9,10  9.16  -.06  9, MO  9.3^  4,06 

TAKOMA  PARK  JH  HI         7     101.5         6,70           6,90  -.20  6,90  6.91  -.01  7.10  7,01  ♦ . 09  7.10  7,l6  -,06 

9     105,8         8,50           0.71  -,21  8.20  6.65  -.M5  8.70  e^fr**  ♦*06  8.50  8,78  -,28 

THOMAS  S  WOOTTON  JR    9     112,6       10,00           9,73  ♦.27  9,90           9.67  ^.23  9. AO  |f9.5'2  *\  10.10           9,73  ♦,37 

6',M3  ^,27  0.60           fl.33  ^.27  8.f»0  8.35  ♦♦S'S  6.80           8,%0  ♦.20 

10,20  ♦.^O  10*30  10. IM  ♦.16  10,50  9,92  ♦.58  ^0,50  10, l6  ♦,3% 

f 

7     141  ,0         6,60           7.93  ^.67  fl,MO           7.1D7          #.53  8.60  7.92  ♦,60  8.70           8.13  ^.57 

9-    112.6       10.20           9.73  ♦,«*7  10.00           9.07  ♦ .  33  10.30  9.52  #.70  10.20           9.73  ♦.M7 

t 

JRHIGh"          7     11*2.1         8.76           8.05  4.65  n.*»0  '7.98  ♦.M?  n.-SO  6.02  ♦.H6  8. MO           8.2t*  ♦xl6 

JR  HIGH            7     11?.^       ^8.^^         ^^.^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  .^^^^^  ^^^^  ^.^9  10.10  10. OH  06 

WHITC  Oak  jH  HIGH         7     112.7         8.20           8.12  ♦.Oft  6.10           O.OM.  ♦ .  06  8.^0  8.08  i.lZ  8.30           8.30  ♦.OO 

WHITE  OAK  JH  HIGH        ^                                        ,,2  ♦ !  56  0.90           9.06  ♦.iM  Q.OO  ^9. SI  ♦.39  9.80           9.72  4.08 


r-n9^"CHAPTEH  3.  PACrS  7^-75,  FOIT  Dd^tNlTJON  OP  TtRMS,  EXPLANATION  01, ASTERISK  (•)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFCRENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
tl\l^L  IAl  fN^THUCTIONS  ^DR   INTEPtPRt  jlNG .^I^FERENCE"  S<^0R6S^PM(.  IDfD  IN  THIS  TABLE.  *    ^  .  - 


LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATIQN 
4.2.17        Prince  George's  County  , 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 


Goals  and  Objectives 

In  Year  I  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program   (MAP) , 
system  level  educational  goals  were  established  in  conformity 
with  state  level  goals  that  had  been  established  by  the  Maryland 
State  Department  of  Education.     In  Y^ar  II,  school  level  objec- 
tives that  were  in  conformity  with  system  level  goals  in  reading , 
writing,  and  mathematics  we|?e  established  by  159  elementary 
schools,   4 J.  junior  hioh  schtopls ,   and  18  senior  high  schools. 
Schools  were  instructed  to^^specif y , ^  in  their  objectives,  what 
the  average  student  should  have  mastered  by  the  end  of  the  thirdly 
sixth,  ninth,  and  twelfth  grades.     Thus^,  most  elementary  schools  \ 
were  required  to  develop  two  sets  of  objectives,   the  junior  high  ! 
schools  one  set  and  the  senior  high  schools  one  set. 

By  April  1,   1975,  all  schools  so  directed  had  developed 
a  maximum  of  ten  objectives  at  their  stipulated  grade  levels  for 
each  of  the  system  level  educational  goals.     Supervisory  personnel 


'■J  6  1 


395 


V 


reviewed  the  objectivd^^  indicating  to  the  scljpols,  as  necessary, 
the  changes  that  were  required  in^  the  objectives  to  make  the^n  con- 
sistent with  the  system  goals. '  This  process  was  pompleted  by  ^ 
June  15,  1975.     ,  ' 

^During  the  197  5-76  school  year,  this  school  system'  will 
undertake  a  frequency  count  of  the  objective^  to  determine  the  de- 
gree of  their  commonality  among  the  schools  across  the  system. 
Those  objectives  that  are  in  common  for  the  large  proportion  of  the 
system's  schools  will  be  examined  for  their  congruence  with  the 
objectives  measured  by  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills   (ITBS) •     Such  an 
examination  will  result  in  the  identification  of  those  objectives 
for  which  additional* assessment  instruments  will  need  to  be  obtained 
or  constructed  in  order  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  they  are 
being  achieved  by  the  schools  in  this  system.     The  examination  will 
also  identify  those  objectives  that  are  specif ic  .to-  particular  schools, 
and  for  which  special  assessment  methods'  will  need  to  be  constructed. 
The  frequency  count  of  objectives^  and  their  excimination  for  commonality 
are  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  the  current  school  year  in' 
order  that  plans  for  their  assessment  in  the  subsequent  school  year 
oan  be  developed.  •  ^ 

* 

J\.ctivities  Undertaken  in  Response  to  thje  MAP  Assessment 
Results 

A  survey  is  to  be  made  of  all  schools  in  the  early  part 
of  the  current  school  year  to  determine  which  instructional  acti^vi- 
ties ,  undertaken  to  remedy  or  overcome  deficiencies  in  the  instruc- 
tional program  indicated  by  the  -  assessment  results  of  MAP  Year  I, 
had  a  positive  effect  according  to  the  assessment  results  of  MAP 
Year  II.     The  survey  will  also  ask  the  schools  to  list  deficiencies 
in  the  instructional  program  as  indicated  by  th6  assessment  results  of 
MAP  Year. II.     The  results  of  the  survey  will  be  uteed  in  the  current 
school  year  to  develop  specific  instructional  activities  designed 
to  assist  the  schools  in  overcoming  identified  deficiencies.    As  an 
.extension  to  using  the  school  average  'scores  on  the  .eight  achieve- 
ment tests  in  the  Maryland  Accountability  Assessment  Program  to 
identify  effective  instructional  activities  and  deficiencies  in  the 
instructional  program,  scljools  are  to  be  supplied,  as  close  to  the 
beginning  of  the  school  year  as  possible,  with  the  proportion  of 
pupils  correctly  answering  the  set  of  items  measuring  each  of  the 
subskills  in  three  of  the  tests  of  the  Iowa  Tasts  of  Basic  Skills.  ^ 
The  three  tests  are  reading  comprehension,  language  usage,  and 
mathematics  problem-solving.     This  Subskills  Performance  Profile  is 
expected  to  enable  the  schools  to  describe^  more  specifically  than 
would  otherwise  be  possible,  where  the  instructional  program  is 
relatively  effective,  and  whjere  deficiencies  may  exist. 
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"      Local  Assessment  Activities  « 

In  addition  to  the  assessment  activities  of  the  Maryland 
^Accountability  Program,  the  following  assessment  activities  are 
conducted  in  the  Prince  George's  County  public  schools': 

•  ^  Metropolitan  Readiness  Tests  administered  systeir.wide 

'  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  grade  in  .order  to  obtain 
measures  of  cognitive  development  .inn:  .six  basic  areas 
requisite  to  formal  first  grade  activities. 

•  ITBS  .Work-Study  ^Skills  tests,   i.e.,  map  reading,  graphs 
and  tables,  and  use  of  reference  materials,  administered 

'at  the  beginning  of  the  year  at  Grades  5  and  7  to  diag- 
.    nose  pupils r  deficiencies  in  the  skills  measured  by- 

these  three  tests.     Classroom  teachers  are  provided  with 
specific  pupil  responses  to  the  sets  of  items  covering 
^ach  skill, 

•  Test  administered  at  the  end  of  the  school  year,  in  the 
eleventh  grade  to  measure  student  achievement  in  read- 
ing ,  language  arts ,  general  mathematics ,  science ,  and 
social  studies.^  ; 

Two  elementary  schools  in  this  school  system  ^r—  R-idgecrest 
Elementary  and  Riverdale  Elementary  —  are  not  covered  by  the  assess- 
ment instruments  of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program.  These 
schools  are  two  of > the  six  in  the  State  of  Maryland  partici- 
pating in  the  Maryland  Alternative  Accountability  Project,,  a  project 
initiated  in  1974  by  the  Maryland  State  Teachers  Association  and 
currently  being  coordinated  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  qf 
Education. 

The  project  is  /characterized  by  close  interaction  between 
the  loca-1  school  and  its  community,  with  respect  to  establishing  goais 
and  objectives     and  assessing' pupil  achievement  toward  tfi^  objectives. 
In  thiLs  second  year  of  the  project,  the  schools  plans  to  collect 
assessment  data  pn  their  pupils  and  report  the  results  to  nhe  school 
community  and  the  'genteral  pubj^ic.  . 

C.     ■  Comments  ^n  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

Inspection  df-  the  MAP  assessment  results  for  Prince 
.Geoifqe's  County  indicates  that  achievement  levels  are  slightly 
higher^in  1975  at  Grades  3  and  5  than  they  were  in  1974.  Achieve- 
merft  levels  at  Grades  7- >^and  9  are  slightly  lower  in  1975  than  they 
UStJete  in  1974  with.  Grade  7  showing  a  greater  decrement  than  Grkde  9. 
The  assessment  results  for  the  two-year  period  are  to  be  examined 
in  depth  using  differences  between  observed  and  expected  scores 
produced  by  the  ^t^tewide  regression  analysis.     Although  stu- 
yent  aptitude  along*  was  entered  as  the  contr6lling  variable  in  the 
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Year  II  regression  analysis,  as-^  compared  with  student  aptitude, 
mother's  education,  and  median  family  income  in  the  Year  1  repres- 
sion analysis,  accounting  for  student  aptitude  in  the  assessment  of 
achievement  teft  results  should  permit  identlf icatiorr  of  effective 
and  inef feictive  components  in  the  instructional  program  with 
greater  confidence.  , 

Because  Prince  George's  County  introduced  the  use  of 
the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test  (nonverbal  battery)  in  1973,  the  19  75 
fifth,  seventh,  and  ninth  grade  scorfes  may  be'  inflated  due. to  a  prac 
tice  effect.  ;  This,  in  turn,  may  h^ve  resulted  in  an  underestimate 
of  the  sphool  residual  scores.     There  is  somo  evidence  to  suggest 
that  this,  underestimate  on  the  average,,  may  b^  as  high  as   .2  of 
a  grade  equivalent  for  all  ITBS  subtests  at  these  grade  levels. 
•  -  • 

There  is  every  reason  to  state  that  the  use  of  regres- 
sion  analysis,  accounting  as  it  does  for  factors  related  to 
achievement  over  which  tb^  school  has  no  control,  is  a  milestone 
in  assessing  the  effectiveness  of  instructional  programs.  The 
Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  is  commended  for  adopting 
this  method  of  analysis  and  is  encouraged  to  refine  it  further. 


D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

Each  school  in  this  school  system  in  which  MAP  assess-  ' 
meat  instr\iments  were  administere,d  in  the  spring  of  1974  informed 
the  parents  of  each-pupil,  by  mail,  of  the  achievement  levels  ob^ 
tained  on  each  of  the  tests.     The  achievement  levels  were  reported 
in  a  letter  at  the  end  of  which  Che  school  ^principal  specified  the 
areas  in  which .greater  effort  would  need  to  be  placed,  followed  by' 
a  description  of  the  plans  that  would  be  undertaken.     In  the  cur- 
rent  year,  the  j^chool  will  be  surveyed  with  regard  to  the  modifica- 
tions that  were  made  to  improve  instruction.     The  survey  will  seek 
to  determine  which  modifications  had  a  positive  effect,  which  did 
not,  and  which  areas  of  the  progrcim  continue  to  need  improvement. 
Assessment  results  of  instruments  administered  in  the  spring  of 
1975  will  be  used  to  make  these  determinations. 


E.  Hpjnet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

By  the  end  of  MAP  Year  II,  schools  had  established 
their  objectives  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  in  conformity 
with  the  school  system's  goals  in  these^ three  areas.     Ad^ording  to 
the  Educational  Accountamlity  Act,  each  school  is  expected  to  con- 
duct a  survey  to  determine  the  status  of  its  pupils  with  respect 
to  its  objectives.     In  order  to  conduct  the  status  survey,  assess- 
ment instruments  congruent  with  a  school's  objectives  will  need  to 
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be  constructed.  It  is  assumed  that  at  least  two  levels  of  instru- 
ments will  need  to  be  constructed,  i.a. ,  one  at  the  system-level 
for  those  objectives  tha^  are  found  to  be  common  for  the  large 
majority  of  schools  in  the  system,  the  other  at  the  local  school 
level  ^for  those  objectives  ;that  are  specific  to  a  particular 
school.  Such  assessment  instruments  will  need  to  be  constructed 
to  riieet  the  requirements  of  reliability  and  validity.  To  construct 
the  instruments,  as  such,  is  beyond  the  present- resources  of  this 
school  system  and,  therefore,  constitutes  an  unmet'  need. 

P.  General  Comments  * 

Tba^ establishment  of  school  level  objectives  in  this 
school  system  required  the  expenditure  of  a  substantial  number  of 
man-hours  on  "the  part  o£  a  large  nvimber  of^  people  I    There  was  also 
a  significant  axpenditi;ire  of  funds  to  cover  substitute  ieachers  for 
those  teachers  who  were  involved  in  the -development  of  objectives, 
the  typists  who  prepared  typed  copies  of  the  objectives,  and  printing 
services  to  reproduce  the  necessary  number  of  copies.    At  the  present 
time,  there  is  a  serious  concern  in  this  school  system  over  the 
apparent  lack • of 'provision  at  the  state  leVel  for  adequately  follow- 
ing through  on  the  use -of  the  school  level  objectives.     Some  clari- 
fication or  description^  of  possible  provisions  that  may  be  forth- 
coming would  be  of  interest.  . 
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.  ^        •  .   .   PRINCE  George's  COUNTY  *  ' 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RES0URX:ES -PROF ILt*  .  .  '  ''■ 


A.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS. 


TOTAL 
POPULATldN 

12  > 

HEI^jAN* 

FAMILY 

INCOME 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  * 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

660, tOT  • 

1  ^  .          u  ' 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  A&€'OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  'SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL. LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEAl^ 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL.  YEARS) 

12.4  . 

.  %  -L.         I.I                        ■■'  i 

B.     ^CHOOy  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER.  1974) 


(4) 

-  TOTAL  ' 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(71 

*  AVCRAOG 
TEA&HER 
SALARY 

(•)' 

AVERAGE,  SALARY 
OF  SCH01DL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AV^KAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHIMG 
EXPERIENCE 

^  (10) 

AVERAGE 
•  YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

^151.210 

$12,995 

$23,637 

9.7 

19.7 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/S^TAFF 
RATIO  . 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

26. OX 

19.1 

92. 3S  . 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


114) 

(15) 

(14) 

(17) 

/  TOTAL 
^     PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

PER  PUPIL 

EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION  ^ 

PER  PUPfL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$lfl30.l7 

ftB31,76 

73. 6» 

$29*60 

(It) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
1=0R  (TENIRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(1»  . 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDlITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.5X 

0*6X 

/■ 

♦  see  CHAPTER  3,   PACES  50-55,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OP  DATA 
PROVIDED  irj  THIS  TADLEt 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY 
.    TABLE  2. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILLAREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


SKILL 


(1) 


12) 


NUMBER  OF 

STUD5NTS 


PERCCNT  OF 
STUDENTS 


2^ 


-  -    T  -  r< 


C5) 

(n 

AVERAGE 

AVERAGE 

STANDARD 

CflADE 

STANBAKB' 

0 

AGE 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 

SCORES 

.  DEVIATION 

(  '  A  I 

en) 

^      \f  \  

>  '  ^  )  

(II 


VOCABULARY 


3 

10913 

9:>.% 

lb/ 

;j9.« 

Itslj 

i.ij4  *^ 

1.14 

5 

123^^1 

94.62 

157 

102.5 

16.49 

5.24 

1.55 

7 

12487 

92,94 

41 

104.3 

16,68 

6.75 

.1.91 

'9 

Q1.78 

41 

104.0 

17. ?1 

8.33 

2.11 

(21 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 


10913 


94.16 


12341 


12487 


12322 


94.90 


93.26 


91.64 


<v*w#r-'''->!*^.>4(B«eMPH-v,.-<  mt^M>^*  'y^^ammmf  ..^'^mirmfA^^ 


(31 

S^eLLtNG 

o 

10913 

93.91 

157 

•  99.0 

16.13 

4.09  ^ 

1.42 

5 

12  3A1 

 * — »—  

157- 

102. S 

16^A9 

5.52 

1.79 

7 

12At7 

92.82 

41 

104.3 

16.68 

4.77 

2.14* 

9 

12322 

91.22 

41 

104.0 

17.21 

8.26 

2.40 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

10913 

93.90 

157 



16.13 

3.02 

1.30 

5 

123A1 

94.53 

157 

102.5 

16.49 

■  .  5.30 

1.69 

7 

l2<Vt7 

92.62 

41 

3^04.3 

16.6SI 

6*60 

2.07 

9 

12  322 

91.09 

41 

104.0 

17.21 

8.31 

2.33  <^ 

(ft) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

X0913 

93.77 

197 

99.  t 

16.13* 

3.W  V 

1.42 

5 

12341 

94.51 

157 

102.5 

16.49  • 

1.64 

7 

124«7 

92.27 

41 

104.3 

16.60 

6.53 

2,09 

9 

12322 

90.67 

41 

104.0 

L-  (j— . 

•  17.21 

0.10 

2.33 

«  SEC  CHAPTCn  3»  PAGES  66-67»  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  ANfi  SOliltCES        DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY 

TAHLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —NONVERBAL  ABILlTf  IN  AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  QRADE  EQ.UIVA- 
LENT  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  {CONTI^NUHD) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

GR  ADE 

(2  > 

NUMBER  OF 

•STUDfcNTS 

c  luQ  ni  1  P  n 
cnKUL  \.zv 

10913 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 
T  c  <  T  c  n 

(S) 
AVERAGE 

'  (  T  AM-'hA  D  T) 

AGE 
SCORE 

1  C  A  C  1 

(61 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

( SD  1 

(71 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE ) 

(I) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
,      1  SD) 

(61 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

o 

3 

94  •  OB 

157 

99.  8 

16.  13 

3.94 

1.32 

123^1 

94.89 

157 

102.5 

16.49 

5.64 

1.66 

7 

12417 

92 .  IB 

41 

104.3 

16.68 

7.05 

2.04 

9 

12322 

90. 72 

41 

104.0 

17.21 

8.49 

2.29 

(71 

TOTAL 

3 

10913 

QO  on 

157 

99.8 

i5.13 

3.96 

1.19  - 

5- 

_J2^41  

Q'K  7n 

102.5 

16.19 

5.17 

1.19 

7 

12'<87 

Q7  7(1 

Of  ./y 

Hi 

101.3 

16.68 

6.80 

1.82 

12377 

/I] 

101,0 

17.21 

8>36 

2.07 

(0  > 

MATHEMATICAL 

CONCEPTS 

^ 

10913 

95 . 07 

157 

99.0  16.13 

3.63 

i.o:. 

12341 

157 

102.5         :  16.49 

5.53 

1.44 

• 

7 

12497 

92  30 

41 

104.3 

16*68 

7.20 

1.75 

9  " 

12322 

91(71 

4 1 

157 

104.0 

17.21 

8.72 

2.02 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

^10913 

94.24 

99.8  16.13 

3.59 

1.07 

12341 

95.03 

102.5 

16.49 

5.36 

1.35 

7 

12417 

92.03 

«1 

104.3 

16.68 

6.8f9 

1.72 

9  ^ 

12322 

91.14 

«1 

104.0 

17.21 

1.29 

2.01 

(10) 

fWTHEMATICAL 
TOTJ^L 

3 

10913 

91.03 

157 

99.8 

16.13 

3.61 

.98 

5 

J23'<1 

91.85 

157 
tl 

102.5 

16.19 

5.17 

1.32 

7 

12187 

90,55 

101,3 

16.68 

« 

7,09 

1.63 

9 

101. n 

17.21 

1.90 

*  Sfl  CHAPTER  i,  PACES  tl-tf.  FOK  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PKOVlDEi;  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


id 

ERIC 


V 


• :  n  1 

403 


0 


/ 


*'>RINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.      SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974J  -WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAG'E  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YE*R> 
1973  -  197* 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197*  -  1975 

(  

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

98.7 

99.8 

5 

99.1 

102.5 

7. 

103.4 

104.3 

9 

101.2 

104.0 

VOCABUURY 

3 

3.51 

3.54 

5 

5.21 

•  5*24  • 

7 

6.87 

6.75 

9 

8,51 

8,33 

READING 
COHPREfOSION 

3 

3.55 

3.65 

5 

5.34 

5.32 

7 

6.94 

6.79 

9 

8.14 

8,41 

LANGUAGE 
.TOTAL 

3 

3.86 

3.96 

'5 

5.34 

5.47 

7 

6.97 

6,80 

9 

3.46 

8.35 

HATHEJIATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.61 

3.64 

5 

5.45 

5.47 

7 

7.30 

7.09 

9 

8.68 

8.^)5 

♦     SEE  CHAPTER   3,    PAGES  70-71,    FOR  DEFINITION  Of   tERHS  AND  SPEC'lAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR   INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  SE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  Ar/ II  ARC 
FROM  DIFFERENT   STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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PR-INCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (ACCOKEEK  -  BOND  MILL) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  -  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  N&HE 

GRADE 
ORGAN  1 
2ATI0N 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(?) 

ACCOKEEK 

K-6 

335 

ADELPHI 

K-6 

605 

AFB 

(ANDREWS  AIR  FORCE  BASE) 

51A 

AGER  ROAI> 

K-6 

462 

ALLENWOOD 

K-6 

31.2 

APPLE  GROVE 

K-6 

51.B 

ARDHORE 

K--6 

566 

ARROWHEAD 

K-6 

676 

AVALON 

K-6 

4B2 

( 

BADEN 

P3-6 

A55 

BARNABY  MANOR 

K-6 

A90 

BEACON  HEIGHTS 

.  K-6 

A27 

BEAVER  HEIGHTS 

K-6 

A37 

BELTSVILLE 

K-6 

663 

PUP  1 L/ 
ST  Af  ' 
RATI  0 
(3) 


perccnt 

AVfRAGC 

DAU  Y 
AT  Tt  N- 
DANCE 


TOTAL  NO, 


TE  ACHt  R 


ADMlN. 
(6) 


AVtRAOr  YfARS 
CXPtRIfNCE 


TE ACHE  R 
K  7  ) 


ADHIN, 
(0  ) 


PERCENT 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

STAFF 

PERCENT 

MEDI AN 

MEDIAN 

MASTER  '  S 

DISAD- 

t  DUCA- 

FA^fILY 

Dtr.Rf.E 

VAM- 

rrON  OF 

iNCQHt: 

OR  ADOVE 

.  TAGED 

MOTHER 

(  1  ) 

<9  ) 

(3.0) 

WW 

{12» 

17.2  95. 


ltt.5         1.0         10.8         12,0  17.9 


10.9         12.1       111  798 


K-6  605  19.6       96.1  28.5         2.0  6.3         20.5       22.9  7.9  12.6  12.6^5 


)  BERKSHIRE 


\ 


BERHYN  HEIGHTS 


BLADENSBURG 


BOND  HILL 


2.2  12. A  9t968 


4.5  12.2  lltl22 


3.5  12.6  16*483 


8.3         14.5  36.6 


20.9         1.0        10.5         2^'0  10.9 


518           19.0       97.2           26.2         1.0         10.4         25. 0      17.6              4.6  12.^  13»645 

5.4  12.4  I3i425 

7.5  12.2  14i063 

4.8  12.4  14t401 
12.5  11.1  9.547 
2.5  12.6  I2t986 

3.9  12.3  llt883 

9.0  12.1  11 #496 

> 

1.8  12.4  13f623 

3.4  12.3  10f805 

5.4  12.4  13,735 

11.9  12.2  Ilt0l7 

0.1  12.6  I61O24 


j.l  97.2  32.8  2.0  1^-6  26.5  21.5 

K-6           571          21.2  95.6  25.9  1.0  10.7  18.0  33.5 

K-6           423           20.1  95.9  20.0  1.0  14.4  l7.6  30.0 

K-6          480          19.9  92.3  32.1  2.0  8.3  15.5  23.2 


K-6  624  24.6  96.9 


23.3         2.0  A. 8         20.0  2l.O 

'ill  ? 


*  Stt  CHAfTE*  3.  PACES  72-T3,  FOR  DEFINITION        TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TADLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (ACCOKEEK  -  BONl)  MILL) 


TABLE  SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 

SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


PRINCC  GtOUGES  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSILH 


SKILL  APFaS 


VOCAOULARY 


READING  COMPRr.MfNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAMt  GRAOE  AVCMAGE  AVfRAOC     MARY-       OlFTfR.  AVERAGE     MARY-       OlFFER-  AVEnAGC     MARY-      OIFFfR-  AVERAGE  HARY- 


SAS 


GE 


,  LANP 
'  NORM 


GE 


LANU 

NORM 


lncc 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


ACCOKtEK 


97,7 


3.90 
b.S6 


3.39 
5.60 


4.51 
♦  .0/» 


3.96 
•),3? 


3.  i4« 
5453 


♦  .52 
-.21 


t4.  ?1 

5.60 


3.83 
5.76 


♦  .30 
-.0« 


3.n9 

5.52 


3.ue  ♦.(ti 

5,73  ~  ->*,21 


AUCLPHl 


97,0 
90 .14 


3.t4A 
5.01 


3.3«* 

«.9n 


4  .  1^ 

4.03' 


^.»*5 
S,  10 


3.t40 
5.U3 


4.05 

4  .IS 


3.76 
5.21 


3.78 
5.27 


-.02 
-.06 


3.5m 
5.18 


3.'*(i 
5.26 


♦.10 
-.08 


At-U 


101.2 
lOti.d 


3.5n 
5.62 


3.61 
5,51 


4,11 


i.Ot* 
5,67 


3.  on 
5.b<4 


4  .  16 

4.13 


3.03 
5.«i2 


ti.06 
5.77 


-.13 
-.25 


3.7M 
5.56 


3.6n 
5.7m 


4.06 
-.18* 


ACER  ROAD 


103.7 
100.3 


3.60 

(4,9(4 


3.77 
5.15 


4.03 
-.21 


3.  77 
5,00 


3. 05 
5. \^ 


-.OB 
-.19 


(4 .  ai 

5.17 


(4.23 
5. '♦3 


-.22 
-.26 


3.90 
5.00 


3.83 
5.«»1 


♦  .07 
-.HI 


allenmoou 


107.  1 
llt4,2 


(4.03 
6.33 


3.99 
6.37 


4  ,  Ot4 
-.Ot4 


3.90 
6.(40 


(4 .  07 
6.  37 


-.17 
4.11 


(4.20 
6.B1 


(4.M5 
6.59 


-.25 
4.22 


M,  1(4 
6.7fl 


(4.02 
6.52 


♦.12 
4.26 


APPLE  GROVL 


106.3 
100.7 


(4  ,2^4 

5.5(4 


3,04 
5.B9 


.30 
,35 


'1.23 
5,52 


(4.  02 
5.90 


4.21 

-.  3B 


(4 ,57 
5.65 


(4.  (40 

6.13 


4.17. 

-.(48 


M.2(4 
f  5.6(4 


3.9fl 
6.0fl 


4.26 
-.MM 


AKOMO»<E 


102.8 
103.9 


3.70 
5.  37 


3.72 
5.M6 


.0? 
.09 


3,66 
5.30 


3.79 
5.«49 


.  1  3 
.19 


t4 .  20 
5.B6 


M.I7 
5.73 


4  .  03 

4,13 


3.57 
S.32 


3.77 
5.70 


-.20 
-.38 


ARROWHL  AO 


99,  0 
101  .  M 


3.5t4 
5.32 


3.M7 
5.2** 


4.07 

4  .  OB 


3,71 
5.2M 


3.!)3' 
5.20 


4  .in 

-.0(4 


M .  02 
5.36 


3.92 
5.52 


4.10 
-.16 


3.5fl 
5.50 


3,55 
5*50 


4,03 

4^00 


AVALON 


BADEN 


BARf/AUY  MANOR 


BEACON  HEIGHTS 


bEavCh  heights 


BELTSVILLE 


BERKSHIRE 


7..  32 
5,37 


3.15 
**.71 


5.36 


3.10 
5,  10 


3,  30 
5,  3M 


t4,12 
5,33 


3,23 
M,02 


3.t«6 
5.31 


3.16 
.  3B 


3.**'* 
5.  SO 


3.12 
5.22 

3.  30 
5.32 


^ .  00 
5.21 


3.  10 
5.20 


-.  IM 
4  . 06 


-.01 
4.33 


4  .  Ot4 

-.20 


:1 


4  .Ofl 

4.02 


4.12 
4  .  U 


4  .05 
-.3fl 


3.  ''B 
5.^2 


3.t>9 
M  .63 


M.  12 
6.  O^i 


3.^2 
M  .B5 


M  .00 
5.5B 


M  .  M6 
5k07 


3.25 
5.21 


3.03 
5.55 


3i5'» 
M.63 


3.82 
5.81 


3.50 


3.69 
5.55 


M.38 
5. •♦5 


3.56 
5.  tt 


-.37 
-.23 


-.05 
4  .00 


4.30 
4.23 


4.02 
-.61 


♦  .31 
4  .03 


4  .on 

-.3fl 


.31 
.23 


3.'*0 
5.49 


3.17 
5.09 


3.t4M 
5.68 


3.20 
5.3M 


3.»49 
5.60 


3.99 
5.21 


3.20 
5.23 


3.50 
5.52 


3.23 
M  .6m 


3.»47 
5.70 


3.19 
5. MM 


3.36 
5.93 

3.96' 
5.(42 


3.25 
5.M2i 


-.02 
-.03 


-.06 
4  .M5 


-.03 
-.10 


4,01 

-.10 


*.J13 
4,07 


4  ,03 
-.21 


-.05 
-.19 


BCRWYN  HEIGHTS 


99.  1 
90. 


3.'»7  - 


3. MB 
<«.90 


-.01 
-.00 


3.66 
M.81 


3.5'4 
5.03 


4  .12 

-.22 


3.QB 
'**93 


3.92 
5.27 


4  .06 
-.3(4 


3.55 
M.90 


3.56 
5.26  <^ 


-.0«l 
-.36 


blaoensuuhg 


96.  1 
99. M 


3.07 
M.6M 


3.2B 
5.07 


3.00 
'*.7I 


3.3*4 
5.11 


-.26 
-.MO 


3.79 
5.01 


3.12 
5.35 


♦  .07 


3.31 
M.73 


3.39 
5.3m 


-.018 
-.61  • 


•ONO  HILL 


109.  1 
109.1 


M.21 
6.  10 


t4 .12 
lb.  92 


4  .  OO 

4  .26 


U  .  56 
6.20 


M.K^l 

5.93 


4  .  35 
♦  .33 


M.73 
6.-2M  ' 


M.59 
6.16 


4.  1«4 

♦  .OB 


M.31 
6.17 


M.  1  M 
6.11 


♦  SEC  CHAPTEfl  34  PAGES 
SPECIAL- INSTRUCT  I  OflS 
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"DIFFERENCE"  SCORES*  AND 


♦.17 
♦  .06 


PRH^(?E  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (BRADBURY  HEIGHTS  -  COLLEGE  PARK) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


TOTAL 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

ORGAN  I ' 

ENROLL- 

ZAT  ION 

MENT 

SCHOOL  NAHf 

(IJ 

(2) 

BRADBURY  HEIGHTS 

479 

Bf(ANPYWlNE 

K-6, 

599 

rf'UPiL/ 
STAFF 
RAT  10 
(5) 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 


TOTAL  no. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
CXPtRIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DECREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL   AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 

eduCa- 

TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FArtlLY 
INCOML  • 

(  1  ) 

(12) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TFACHFR 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

BRENTWOOD 


BUCKINGHAM 


CALVERTON 


CAMP  SPRINGS 


CAPITOL  HEIGHTS 


CARHODY  HILLS 


CAROL£  HIGHLANDS 


CARROLLTON 


CATHERINE  T  REED 


CHAPEL  FORGE 


CHEROKEE 


CMESTNMT  HILLS 


CHEVERLY  TUXEDO 


CMILLUH 


CLINTON  GROVE 


COLLEGE  PARK 


K-6  *79  20.^       93.9  22.5         l.O  9.3        21.0  20.4 


11.5        20.3  22.5 


10.1         10.0  17.2 


PRE  K-6  261  18,0       85.9  13.5  1.0 

K-6  500  20.8       96.1  23.0         1.0  B.9         33.0  29.2 

K-6  691  20.3       96.8  32.1         2.0         13.3         23.9  38.1 


9.5  12.3  11,038 

5.6  12.1  12i044 
*.5  11.2  9, 39<j 
2-9  12.7  15^859 
3.0  12.6  13^2*5^ 


4 


K-6  475  17.5       97.2  26.2 


1.0         13.5         19.0       **0.**  ^4.5  12. 4»  14».A03 


PRE  K-6  520  22.3       93.7  21.7         2.0         13.3         23.0  29.2 


PRE  K-6  520  20.5      194.9  23.3  2.'0 


9.4         14.3  34.7 


^'^  553  23.4       94.6  22.6         1.0  8.4-       17.0  22,9m 


^^^J/^  >y2l.2  96.0  21.5  1.0  12.0   ^  19.0  16.9 

558  19.2  95.0  ,  27.1  2.0  8.6  19.0  17.2 

i 

614  20.2  96.5  28.4  2.0  11.6.  i8k5  35.9 

K'-6  6W  20.9^  95.5    "  27.5  2.0  12.1  IB.3  33.2 

543  19.4  95.5  26.0  2.0  9.8  27N0  17.9 

•^"6  323    '  19.9  95.5  15.2  1.0  15.2  20.0  27.8 

K-6  502  21.3  96.5  22.5  l.O  8.6  21.8  17.0 

K-6  605  22.2  96.4  25.3  2.0  8.5  15.8  21.2 

K-6  255  17.0  96.2  14.0  H,  0  10.6  14.0  40.0 


6.9  12.1  11,163 

5.8  12.3  13,512 

3.9  12^4  12,407 
2.8  12.%  13,973 

6.3  12.4  ]«2f039 
1.8  12.8  15,483 
1.7  12.6  15,504 
2.2  12.4  X3,415 

••1  12.6  15»512 

2.4  12.3  .  11,250 

3.5  12.2  12,997 
4.7  12.8  14,081 


'♦or  . 


♦  see  CMA^re*  3,  mces  72-73,  for  definition  of  terms  and  sources  of  data  provided  in  this  tails. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (BRAIJBURY^  HEIGHTS  -  cdlLEGE  PARK) 


TABLE  4»     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 

Skill, AREA,  compared  with  Maryland  norms  based  on  school 
'average  standard  age  scores* 

PHINCL  CtOrtOES  COUNTY 
SC^jbOL  SYSItM  - 

Skill  aRCas 


SCHOOL  NaHC 


VOCAOULARY 

GRAOE  AVtHAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 

SAS  GE  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LAf^GUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOT^L 


OlFFrft-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVLPAGE     MARY-      21^1^^'  AVERAGE     MARY-  ^^^g^'' 


EKC 


GE 


LAND  EnCE 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


BHAODURY  HbtCHTS 


97,6 
1U3.1 


^.13 


3.39 
5.39 


3.M> 


3*t*S 
5. 13 


-.0? 


3.03 
5.119 


3.0'* 
5.66 


«.09 
-.17 


3. ••7 

M^7 


3.«*e  -.01  • 
5.63         -.66  • 


BHANOYWINE 


3  99. 5r 
5  102.1 


6M 

3n 


3.50 
5.31 


♦  .07 


3.76 
.5.52 


3.56 


^•20 

♦ .  in 


3. no 
5.67 


3.9S 
5.50 


-.09 
«  .09 


3.60 
5.59 


3.50 
5.55 


«  .02 
«  .OM 


BKENTmOOO 


BUCKINGHAM 


CALVEMiqrJ 


79.1 
93.2 


-  105.3 
110,1 


106, 
111. 


2.61 
H.16 


3.99 
5.00 


H.21 
5.90 


2.19 
M.52 


3.00 
6.01 

«llo 

6^16 


-.36 


«.ll 
-.13 


«.?3 
-.in 


2.50 
M  .3M 


3.97 
^.96 


M  .39 
6.00 


2.20  4.30 
M.59  '  -.25 


3.9l> 
6.02 


M  .06 
6.  16 


♦  .02 
-.06 


♦  .33 


2.7M 
M.39 


M.?3 
6.(11 


M.MO 


-.00  6.?3 


2,59 
M.OM 


M.33 
6.25 


6.39 


♦  .15 
-.MS 


-.10 
♦  .16 


.OM 
.16 


2.91 
H.OO 


3.00 
5.03" 


M.OO 
6.39 


2. MO  ♦.51  • 
M,0m  «.0M 


3.92 
6.19 


M  .01 
'6.32 


-.3fr 


♦  .07 
4.07 


CAMP  SPRINGS 


99 
lUO 


3.06 
5.  IH 


3.52 
5.1M 


.5a 

,on 


3.63 
5.  IM 


3.50 

s.  in 


♦  .05 

-.04 


3.f)3 
5.  13 


3.97 

.5.M2 


.IM 
.29 


3.72 
5.26 


3.60 
5. MO 


♦  .li 


CAPITOL  HEIGHTS 


97,1 
90.5 


3.72 
H.9fl 


3,35 
M,99 


.37 
.01 


3.90 
5.39 


3.  'fO 


♦  .'jO 

♦  .35 


H.  10 

5.^0 


3.79 
5.20 


*.31 
«.  10 


3.06 
5.00 


3. MM 
5.27 


-.19 


CARMOOY  HILLS                3  100, ^  3.12  3.56  -.IM  3.H9  3.62  -.13  M.l3  M.Ol  4.12  3.57  3.6J  -.07 

5.  97.9  *.07  «*.93  -.06  ,   M.71  M .  99  -'.20  5.00  5.23  -.23  5.02  5.22  -.20 

CAROLE  HIGHLANDS          3  102.1  3.55  3.67  -.12  3.95  3.7M  ..21  ^.19  M.I2  4.07  3.67  3.73  ^-.06 

5  100. M  M.7ti  6.16  -.'1?  M.67  5.^0  -.53  5.?3  5. MM  -.21  M.90  5.M2  -.MH 

CARROLLTON    ♦                 3  100.  1  3.00*  3.51  4.26  3.00  3.60  ♦.30-'^. MI  3.99  4.M2  3.70  3.62  ♦.16 

b  109.7  5.65  5.90  -.33  5.61  5.99  -  j**"^  ^'^^  *  ' 

CATHEMiNt  T  REED          3  90.0  3.39^  3. Ml  -.0?  3.MG  3.^*6  ♦•02  3.nO  3.05  -.05  3,37  3.5o  -.13 

5  102.0  5.19  5.30  -.11  5.31  S.33  -.02  7.?0  5.57  -.29  S.*7  5.5M  -.07 

CHAPEL  FORGE                  3  103.5  3.91  3.76  4.15  M.12  3.03  ^.29  1.09  H.21  -.12  3.97  3.01  n.l6 

tHAPtL   fU                             J  lUO.^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^.Q^  ^^^5  ^^^^  J^^2 

CliEROKEE                          3  103.0  3.73  3.73  «.00  3.79  3.00  -.01  M.|$  H.IO  -.03  3.90  3.79  ♦.19 

CICSTNUT  HILLS              3^100. ii  M.OM  3.56  4  .Mn  .H.IO  3.62  ♦.«in  M .  ^0  M.Ol  4.29  3.93  3.6H  ^.29 

CMEVEKLY  TUXEOO            3  101.2  3.7M  3.6l  4.13  M,10      '    3.60  ♦.MP  H.53  M.06  ♦.M7  h.02  3.60  ♦.3% 

5  40M.7  5,37  5.5M  -.17  5.^3  5.56  ♦.27  6.09  5.00  ^.29  9.96  5.76  ♦.SO 

CHILLUM                           3  9M.0  3.32  3.15  /.17  3.30  3.20  ♦.10  3.71  5.50  4,  13  3.M7  3.26  *.2l 

*                                  b  100.3  H.71  5.15'  -.MM  5.03  5.19  -.16  5.12  6.H3  -.31  5.10  ft.H  -,23 

cu.ro«o«ov.           .JO...  ...  3.0  ...  .0.  ..o.  -.on  .... 

c..e«^nK  joo..  ...  -r.  -!  I'M  l:^o 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  .COUNTY  /COLMAR  MANOR  -  FRANClrS  t  EVANS) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND,f>UBLIC  SCHOOL-^RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


* 

-J 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE  ' 

PtRCENT 

A  U  P  D  A  Y".  P 

DAILY 

PERCENT 

i  1  Ar  r 
MASTER'S 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  Y^ARS 
EXPERFfTKet 

D  C  D  r  P  W  T 
r  t  KLC  IN  J 

DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCT3M1! 
{%) 
(12) 

ORGANI- 
ZATION t 

ENROLL- 
MENT 
( 2 ) 

STAFF 
RATIO 
( 3 ) 

ATTEN- . 
DANCE 
(  4 ) 

DEGAtE 
OR^  AfoVfc 
(9 } 

TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
( 5  ) 

ADMIN. 

I  O  I 

TEACHER 

-APMIN. 
(8)  * 

COLMAR  MANOR 

'386  ^ 

21.3 
20.7 

93.1 

17.1 

1.0 

8.1 

23.0 

1^6.6 

7.5 

11.1  ' 

10,919  : 

COLUMBIA  ""P ARK                  PRE  K-6 

578 

89.5 

I 

26.0 

2.0 

8.8 

1*6.1 

14.1 

12.3 

12,106 

CONCORD 

K-6 

590 

20.5 

96^.7 

26.8 

2.0 

10.1  ' 

30.0  • 

17.4 

7.4 

12  .1  . 

10,895 

COOPER  LANE 

K-6^ 

478 

21.0 

95.8 

21.8 

1.0 

8.0 

27.0 

15.3 

'4*.  6 

,1 

12.3 

13,266 

CRESTVIEW  ' 

K-6 

495 

21.7 

96.6 

'21.  8 

1.0 

11.9 

9.0 

13.1  ' 

^1.5 

12.  3*=^ 

* 

13,814 

DIST'rICT  HEIGHTS 
* 

3-6 

360 

19.0 

94.4 

lV.9 

1.0    ^  8.8 

30.0 

5.3 

7!5 

12.2 

10#815 

DODGE  PARK 

K-6 

609 

20.5 

91.4 

27.7 

2.0 

-  7.7 

.19 . 8 

25.3 

7.6 

Ji£  .  £ 

DPSWELL  E  BROOKS 

K-6 

606 

22.4 

94.0 

25.0 

2.0 

7.3 

31.0 

27.8 

9.2 

12.2 

10,159  ' 

DOUGLASS                           PRE  K-6 

298 

17.5 

96.4 

16.0 

1.0 

13.6 

13.0 

13.2 

8^7 

12 . 3 

13,669 

EDGAR  ALLAN  POE 

.  K-3 

420 

22.2 

97.0 

17.9  . 

1.0 

7;3 

2^5.9 

20.6 

6.2 

12 . 3 

12 , 08& 

EDMONSTON 

K-6 

263 

18.8 

94.5 

13.0 

1.0 

15.4 

16.  Q 

14.3 

8.2 

11.7 

11,215 

FLINTSTONE 

K-6 

373 

18.1 

97.0  ^ 

19.6 

1.0 

10.9 

l5.6  • 

2.8 

12 . 4 

13,4?9 

FpREST-^IGHTS 

K-6 

488 

21.3 

96.7 

21.9 

1.0 

9.6 

.16.0 

35.7 

S.O 

12.  3 

12,354 

FORESTVILLE 

K-6 

470 

19.9 

94.6 

22^ 

1.0 

12.9 

30.0 

22.0 

7.2 

12.2 

10,772 

FORT  FOOTE 

K-6 

422 

21.3 

94.5 

18.8 

1.0 

13.1 

24.0 

20.2 

S.4 

12.5 

14,261 « 

FORT  WASHINGTON  FRST 

K-6 

569 

19.5 

97.0 

27.1 

2.0 

8.1 

15.1 

17.2 

2.6 

12.6 

15,561 

FOX  HILL 

K-6 

439 

20.9 

93.9 

20.0 

1.0 

13.1 

18.0 

18.1 

*  4.6 

12.6 

15,506 

FRANCIS  T  EVANS 

K-6 

604 

20.8 

96.0 

28.1* 

1.0 

9.2 

25.0 

29.3 

3.5 

12.3 

10,931 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3>  ?AC6S  72-73,  FOR  BEFI(4JTI0N  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  JN  THIS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (COLMAR  MANOR  -  FRANCIS  T  EVANS) 


lAPLl    4.^   SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUI VALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREAi   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOO'L 
AVERAGE  STANDARD*  AGE  SCORES* 


PKInCL  GtOUGEb  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSltM 


VOCAHULARY 


SKILL  AREAS 


READING  COMPRDICNSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


math^IWal  total 


SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE  AVERAGE  A^VEraCE  MARY- 

LAND 

SAS  GE'  norm 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY 


EnCE  ^ 


GE 


LAND 
NOKM 


DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY-  DIFFFR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 
ENCE  LAND        ENCE  LAND 

<3E        NORM  GE  NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


COLMAR  MANOR 
COLUMbiA  PARK 
CONCORD 
COOPER  LANe 

CKESTVIEM 

DISTRICT  HEIGHTS 

DODGE  Park 

DOSWELL  E  BROOKS 

DOUGLASS 

EDGAR  ALLAN  POE 
EUMONSTON 

FLjNTbTONE 

FOREST  HEIGHTS 

FORESTVILLt 

FORT  FOOTE 


FORT  WASHINGTON  FRST  3 
5 


95,6 
93,3 


.66,3 
100,5 


96,6 
9H,9 


102,5 
96.6 


106,5 
10M,6 


97,6 
101,3 


93,7 
92,3 


97,6 
97,6 


101,0 
96,7 


FOX  HILL 
FHANCIS  T  EVANS 


96,6 


90,2 
91,2 


101,0 
105,2 


97,  «4 
9H,7 


96,7 
97.3 


9H,6 
99,9 


109,9 
110,6 


107,9 
M09,H 


97, H 
lOH-6 


2,66 
4.65 


3.21 
4.65 


3.56 
4.^9 


3.47 
4.79 


3.91 
5.69 


3.17 
4.76 


2.73 
3,93 


3,32 
4,67 


3.17 
4.41 


3.^1 


3.02 
4.50 


3,:>6 
4,53 


2,78 
5,16 


3,32 
4,67 


3,70 
5.01 


3,95 
5,&4 

3,36 
5,23 


3,13 
4,44 


3,39 
4,93 


3,60 
4,B3 


3.33 
5.54 


3.24 
4.12 


3.14 
4.43 


3.27 
5.17, 


4,12 
5.91 


4,16 
5,71 


3,62 
5,66 


-,40 
f  .12 


♦  ♦43 
-.311 


«.26 
«.22 


-.23 
-.22 


-,04 
♦  .15 


-.21 
>.45 


-,40 
.,51 


-,07 
-,26 


-,43 
-,42 


3,32  -.01 


2,90 
4,34 


3,60 
5,56 


3,37 
4,65 


3,32 
4,66 


'3,19 
5,11 


4,17 
6,06 


4,04 
5,95 


3.37 
5,53 


♦  ,i;> 

♦  .16 


.27 
.04 


-,13 
-,53 


-^16 
-.45 


♦  .on 

♦  .06 


-,05 
-.15 

4,12 
-.?4 


?,95 
4.69 


2,66 
4,95 


3,46 

5^00 


3,71 
5,26 


4.27 
5,91 


3,23 
4,91 

2,66 
4,16 


3,49 
4,71 


3,43 
4,36 


3,30 

2,66 
4,55 


3.42 
5,71 


3,45 
4,57 


3,  06 
4,43 


3,39 
5,24 


4.45 
5,92 


4,64 
5,94 


3.32 
4.60 


2.61 
5.21 


3.37 
4.73 


3.77 
5,06 


4.03 
5.57 


3.44 
5,27 


3.16 
4,51 


3.45 

H.9e 


3.67 
4.69 


3.37 


2.94 
4.42 


3.6T 
5.60 


3.42 
4.72 


3.36 
4.94 


-.37 
♦  .09 


♦  .07 
-.26 


♦  .09 

♦  .27 


-.06 
♦  .22 


♦  .24 

♦  .34 


♦  .2S 
"♦,13 


3,93 
5,71 


3.24 
5.16 


4.26 
6.06 


4.13 
5.96 


3.42 
b.55 


.21 

4  36 


.30 
.33 


♦  .04 
-.27 


-.24 
..fel 


.07^ 


-.06 
♦  .13 


-.25 
'4.11 


♦  .q3 

-.15 


.30 
.51 


♦  .15 

♦  .06 


♦  .19 
-.14 


♦  .51 
-.02 


3.23 
4,51 


3,^6 
5.15 


4,39 
5,36 


4,?6 
5,34 


4,44 
5. 12 


3.75 
5.03 


3.25  . 
4.40 


3.64 
4.A5 


3.90 
4.^5 

3,70 


3.20 
4.H4 


3.<)4 
6.11 


3.S7 
4.46 


3.27 
4.57 


3.43 
5.M4 


4.  A3 
5.90 


4.63 
5.96 


3.70 
4.64 


3.21 
5.45 


3.76 
4.96 


4.15 
5.30 


4.41 
5.61 


3.62 
5.51 


3.56 
4.76 


3.64 
5.22 


4.05 
5.13 


3.76 


3.33 
*4.67 


4.05 
5.64 


'3.61 
4.96 


3.76 
5.16 


3.62 
5.40 


4.64 
6*29 


4.51 
6.19 


-.47 
-.33 


♦  .17 
-.30 


♦  .63 
'♦.40 


♦  .04 


♦  .03 

♦  ,01 


-.07 
-..46 


-.31 
-.36 


.20 
.37 


.15 
.50 


-,06 


-.13 
-,23 


-.11 
^.27 


-.24 
-.50 


-,49 
-,61 


-.19 
♦  .04 


♦  .19 
-.39 


♦  .12 
-.23 


♦  .51 

♦  .16 


4.06 
6.15 


3.81 
5.70 


♦  .25 

♦  .36 


3.06 
4.77 


3.10 
5.10 


3.40 
5.23 


3.69 
5.32 


4.09 
5.95 


3.37 
5.24 


2.90 
4.61 


3.37 
4.62 


3. 38 
4.93 


3.26 


3.07 
4.66 


3.61 
6.06 


3^34 
4.77 


3.2H 
5.03 


3.25 
5.26 


4.12 
6.05 


4.24 
5.99 


3.76 
6.03; 


3.37 
4,85 


2.93 
5.42 


3.41 
4,98 


3.76 
5,29 


3.99 
5.77 


3.47 
5.49 


3.25 
4.77 


3.46 
5.21 

} 

3,67 
5.12 

3.41 


3. OH 
4.68 


3,67 
5.80 


3.46 
'  4,96 


S.42 
5,17 


3,30' 
5,36 


6.23 


4,07 
6,13 


3,46 
5,75 


-.31 
-.08 


+  .17 
-.32 


-,01 

♦  ,25 

/ 

-.07 

♦  .03 


♦  .10 

♦  .18 


-.10 
-.25 


-.35 
-.16 


.11 
.59  ♦ 


.29 
.19 


.15 


♦  .03 
-.02 


-.06 
♦  .26 


-.12 
-.19 


-.18 
-.IH 


-.05 
-.10 


.07 
.18 


♦  .17 

♦  .30 

♦  .26 


•  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  74-75.  FDH  DEFINITID^  DF  TERMS.   EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISKS ♦)ACCDHPANVINC  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDHES.  AND 
SficuL  KucJtoNS  FOR  INTBR?RET1NG  THE  ''DIFFERENCE-  SCDRES  fRDVlDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY  (GAYWOOD  -  J  enOS  RAY)  '     '  ^ 

TABLE  3.     SCHQOt  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


4 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

PERCENT 

\ 

7  

PERCENT 
STAFF 

MACTFD I c 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGAN  I- 

PU1>IL/ 
STAFF 

AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
D I  SAD- 

MEDIAN 
E  DUC A  — 

MEDIAN 
F AM  I L Y 

SCHOOL  NAME 

ZATION 

U)  < 

MENT 
(2) 

RATIO 
(3) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(111 

INCOME 
(S) 
(12) 

GAYWOQ]) 

K~6 

443 

20.2 

94.4 

20.9 

1.0 

9.3 

8.0 

47.9 

5.6 

12.4 

12.894 

QLASSHANOR 

K-6 

431 

21.8 

93.9 

18.7 

1.0 

8.7 

25.0 

2.5 

6.9 

12.4 

lli447 

GLENARDEN  HOODS 

K-6 

377 

18.9 

95.9 

19.0 

1.0 

8.4 

8.5 

20.0 

5.3 

12 .4 

12 1 365 

GLENN  DALE 

K-6 

420 

20.3 

95.4 

19.7 

1.0 

12.0 

14.0 

11.6 

7.0 

12.4 

13t229 

GREEN  VALLEY 

K-6 

459 

'21.3 

95.1 

20.5 

1.0 

9.7. 

12.0 

32.5 

7.7 

12.  3 

12 1  608 

GREENIELT 

K-6 

464 

15.8 

91.0 

28.4 

1.0 

8.9 

29.0 

39.1        \  5.8 

12.6 

12  1 404 

GREENBELT  NORTH 

END 

K-6 

516 

22.8 

95.2 

21.6 

1.0 

8.1 

26.0 

30.5 

4.2 

12.5 

lli626 

HAPPY  ACRES 

if 

K-6 

266 

18.7 

96.7  . 

13.2 

1.0 

9.1 

19.0 

10.6 

5.  J 

12.4  . 

13t918 

HARHONY«  HALL 

K-6 

654 

18.0 

96.6 

34.3 

2.0 

7.8 

25.5 

19.3 

4.1 

12.6 

16 i 111 

HEATHER  HILLS 

K-6 

391 

21.4 

96.2 

17. 5 

1.0 

12.2 

13.2 

29.5- 

4.1 

12.6 

14t96Q 

HENRY  G  FERGUSON 

PRE 

K-6 

474 

20.1 

94.7 

22.5 

1.0 

9.0 

24.9 

10.6 

5.2 

12.0 

lltQ98 

HIGH  BRIDGE 

K-6 

445 

L5.6  «9e.O 

27.4 

L.O 

10.9 

20.0 

31.^ 

5*5 

12.4 

13tl66 

HILLCREST  HEIGHTS 


HOLLY  FARK 


14.0  16.4 


9.6  30.2 


HOLLYWOOD 


HVATTSVILLE 


INDIAN  QUEEN 


J  ENOS  RAY 


•^-6           488  20.0  9^,9  23.4  1.0  16.3 

•^-6          257  8.3  95.1  29.8  1.0  9.7 

K-6          A51  19.4  96.3  22.2 

K-6          566  21.8  89.1  ^   24.0  2.0  11.8        26.0  29.6 

K-6*          526  23.4  97.5  21.5 

3««  19.8  95.8  18.6  1.0  .  13.8 


9.7  12.1  11,421 


1.0        11.1        28.0  58.8 


1.0        7.0  18.0  37.8 


27.0  25.5 


6.3 


4.9 


9.2 


NA 


6.5 


♦  see  CHA^TBR  3.  MCES  72-73.  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLC. 
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12.2 


12.2 


12.1 


NA 


12,379 
12,791 

11, 338 

NA 


12.3  10,992 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (GAYWOQD  -  J   ENQS  RAY) 


TABLE  4-     SCHOOL  LEviL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GR^ADE  EQUI  VALENr  SOORES ,  z^BY 
-SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITK  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOO/L% 


PRiNCt  GbOH(>tS  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTtH 


AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  - 


School  namc 


Skill  areas 


vocabulary 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARt-      OlFFrR-  AVERAGE     MARY-  '   OlFFFR-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY^  DiFFtR 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


LnCE 


GC 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


GAYWOOD 

glassmanor 
glenahoen  woods 


3  96,5 
&  100.0 


3  96.3 
5  97,6 


3  92^<* 
b  100.3 


3.65 
5.50 


3.31 
5.12 


3.30 
U,91 


3.05 
5,15 


♦  ,1<* 


-,09 
-,35 


♦  ,35 


3,«»6 
5,19 


3,<*B 
U,B1 


3,50 
5,19 


3.  36 
.  5.17 


3,  35 
M,96 


3.09 
Fi.l9 


♦  ,in 

♦  •02 


♦  •13 
-•15 


♦  •«*1 

♦  ,•00 


3^95 
5^28 


^•56 

u,Aa 


3,69 
5,33 


3,75 
5,40 


3,7U 
5,20 


3,»*8 
5,»*3 


5,36  ^,00 


3,140 
'5,19 


3,17 
5,»*1 


♦  ,01 
-,27 


♦  ,26 
-,1'» 


GLENN  DALE  " 


6KEEN  VALLEY 


GKEENUELT 


3  10U,0 
5  103,2 


3  99,2 
5  100,2 


3  96,7 
5  103,0 


GREENOELT  HOHfU  END     3      69V9  ' 
5  100,1 


HAPPY  ACRES 
HARMONY  HALL 
HEAThtR  HICL5 
HLNRY  G  FERGUSON 
HIGH  bRIDGb 


3  101,9 
5  9A,5 


3  105.9 
5  1H,<* 


3  107,5 
5  111,8 


3  96,5 
5  10U,6 


3  97, U 
5  103.7 


3,66 
5,UU 


3,62 
4^60 


^2,95 
'H,99  ' 


2,69 
11,62 


3,90 
5,10 


U,23 
(>,0U 


U,  3U 
b,93 


3,36 
5,4U 


3.  37 
5.13 


3.46 
5.11 

3.32 
5.39 


2.66 
5,13 


3,66 
U,99 


3,9? 
6,13 


U,02 
6,16 


3,U1 
5,5«* 


3,37 
5,15 


-,13 
♦  ,0U 


♦  ,1U 
-,34 


-,37 
-,U0 


♦  ,01 
-,31 


♦  ,214 

♦  ,11 


♦  ,31 
-,09 


♦  ,32 
-,23 


-,06 
«-,lO 


♦  ,00 
-,3? 


3,76 
5,32 


3,l«6 
U,60 


3,12 
5,U2 


2#79 
5,02 


U,07 
5,20 


4,  36 
6,15 


U,U7 
6,1U 


3,51 
5,54 


3,'*B 
5,13 


3^87 
5^  11 


3^51 
5^16 

3^ia 

5^12 


2^92 
5^17 


3^73 
5^01 


3^99 
6^13 


1. 10 
6^16 


3^50 
5.57 


3.12 
5.16 


•  09 

•  1? 


-/•on 

-•38 


-•26 
♦  •lOO 


-•13 
-•IS 


♦  •31 

♦  •16 


♦  •37 

♦  •02 


♦  •37 
-•02 


♦  •01 
-•03 


♦  •06 
-•09 


^•21 
5^37 


1^07 
1^62 


3^32 
5^01 


3^01 
5^16 

1^95 
5^76 


1^51 
6^21 


1^90 
6^11 


3^71 
5^37 


3^96 
5^31 


1^25 
5^$7 


3^93 
5.12 


3^76 
5^65 


3^31 
5^11 


1^11 
5^26 


1^37 
6^36 


1  •lA  i 
6^39 


3^AA 

5^ai 


3^fll 
5^71 


3^67 
1^96 


♦  ,61  •  1^39 
i,l6  5\66 


,17 
,11 


♦  ,16 
-,37 


3^57 
5^61 


;)^6i 

6.66 


3^A1 
5,61 


3,57 
5,10 


3,»*2 
5,62 


3,03 
5.39 


3,72 
5,27 


3,95 
6,29 


**.05 
6,32 


3.53 
5,77 


3.»»6 
5.66 


-.01 

-.19 


♦  ,iO 


-.20 


♦  ,00 
-.17 


♦  ,67  * 

♦  .39 


♦  .15 
«f.ll 


♦  .29 
-.1» 


♦  .0*» 
-.16 


♦  .15 
-.02 


HlLLCrtEST  HEIGHTS 


3  97,2 
5  96,2 


3,31 
1,72 


3,35 
1,70 


-,01 
-,06 


3,56 
1 ,92  * 


3,11 
1,6U 


♦,15  3,76 
♦.06  ^  5.11 


3.80 
5.09 


-.02 
♦  .02 


3.57 
1.96 


3. •IS 
5.06 


♦  .12 
-.12 


HOLLY  PARK 


3  106.9 
5  103.1 


3.79 
5.52 


3.96 
5.12 


-.19 
♦  .10 


3.71 
5.67 


1.06 
S.15 


-.32 
♦  .22 


3.64 
5.71 


1 .11 
5,69 


-,60 
♦  ,05 


3,90 
5,2^ 


»*.oi 

Si.66 


-.11 
-.1*5 


HOLLYWOOD 
HYATTSVILLE 
INDIAN  buttN  ELEM 


3  100,6 
5  100,1 


3  92,6 
5  100,2 


3  lil,0 
5  108,7 


3,89 
1,90 


3,22 
1,90 


3,93 
6,01 


3,57 
5,16 


3,07 
5,11 


1,?1 
5,69 


♦  ,32 
-,26 


♦  ,15 
-,21 


-,31 
♦  ,12 


3,90 
1.91 


3,13 
5,02 


1,03 
6,15 


3,61 
^,20 


3,12 
5,10 


1.31 
b.90 


♦  .31 
-.26 


♦  .01 
-.16 


-.3t 
♦  .25 


M.16 
S.37 


3.19 
5.13 


1.50 
6. 15 


1,02 
5.11 


3.50 
5.12 


1.71 
6.13 


♦  .H 
-.07 


-.01 
-.29 


-.21 
♦  .02 


3.89 
5.07 


3.36 
5.36 


1.?0 
6.16 


3.65 
5.12 


3.19 
9.*i0 


M,25 
6,08 


♦  ,2** 
-.35' 


♦  .17 
-.02 


-,05 
♦  ,00 


J  ENOS  KAY 


3  99.5 
5  102.6 


3,30 
5,21 


3,50 
5,35 


-,?0 
-,11 


3,39 
5,  33 


3.56 
5,38 


-.17 
-.05 


3.79 
5.72 


3.95 
5.62 


-.16 
♦  .10 


3.10 
5.60 


3,58 
5,59 


-,10 
♦  •01 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  MGES  74-75.  FOR  OEFINITIDN  DF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  OF  A$TFRISK  (♦)  ACCDMPANVINC  "DIFFEMNCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS"  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES  Pf^DVlDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.  ^ 
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PklNCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (J  FRANK  DENT  -  LONG/IELDsj 

rMiLE   3.,    SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AN5  p/bLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

I  '  ^ 


OF  DC rw  T 

?  ♦ 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

SCHOOL^ 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 

AVFRAGE 

DAILY 
ATTLN- 

dance 

(4) 

/total 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DlSADr 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

SCHOOL  NAME^ 

ZATION 
(1) 

MENT 
(2) 

(3) 

tlacher 

(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 

I  f  1 
- 

ADW 1 N . 
(0) 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11)  . 

I NCOM 1: 
($) 
(12) 

J  FKANK  DENT 

/ 

K-6 

354 

18.6 

90.2 

18.0 

1.0. 

9.5 

17.0 

16.3 

4.4 

1  12.4 

11*730 

JAMES  H  HARR-ISON 

737 

21.9 

94.0 

31.6 

2,0 

7.7 

14^0 

17.0 

2.8 

12.7 

11 f 87 7 

K-6 

574 

20.3 

95.9  ^ 

27.3 

1.0 

8.2 

11.6 

2d. 5 

4.5 

12*.  4 

12,97^ 

•xvMncw   KTiiCK  KANUAl-L 

\ 

K-6 

378 

11.0 

89.0 

31.0 

3/.0 

12.0 

41.0 

39.0 

4.3 

12.2 

12t980 

K-6 

410 

18.3 

93.8 

21.5 

1.0 

7.0 

17.0 

20.0 

5.3 

12.6 

12»070 

K-6 

450 

20.6 

i 

94.9 

20.9 

1.0 

9.4 

20.0 

21.7 

5.9 

12.3 

12*490 

JOHN  H  BAYNE 

K-6 

724 

£*t  •M 

96 . 7 

28.1 

2.0 

6.7 

17.0 

8.3 

8,6 

12.1 

lli376 

KENlLUORTH 

K-6 

670 

20,7 

93.2 

30.4 

2 . 0 

10.0 

26.0 

37.7 

2,0 

12.7 

16 t 092 

KENHOOK 

• 

K-6 

OJtO 

19"*  3 

92.0 

29.9 

2.0 

8.2 

28.7 

23.5 

5,3 

12.4 

i 

ia»935 

1 

KENTLAND  ' 

♦ 

K-6 

635 

21.4 

94.8 

27.7 

2.0 

8.3 

15.3 

26.9 

4.7 

12.1 

11»732 

KET1[EMNC 

K-6 

600 

17.9 

96.3 

31.6 

2.0 

9.1 

18.7 

38.7 

8.9 

12.4 

14»000 

tAMOKlr' 

K-6 

610 

19.0 

96.1 

30.1 

2.0  . 

11.9 

19.5 

32.7 

4.3 

12.4 

13»241 

LANDOVER  'xifLLS 

K-6 

4S1 

21.2 

86.0 

21.7 

1.0 

11.3 

13.0 

19.8 

5.0 

12.3 

12»752 

LANOLEY  PARK 

K-3 

473          IS.S  94.3 

24.2 

L.O 

11.5         16.0  ^ 

22.2 

9.3 

12.3 

10»262 

LAN HAH 
'LAUREL 
lEHISDALE 
LONGFIELSS 


K-6  411  20.7  95,9  18.8  1.0  9.3  18.0  25.3 

■^"^  534  20.9  95.5  23.3  2.0  7.4  20.0  26.3 

K-6  550  20.5  96.3  .    24.8  2.0  11.0  14.5  20.5 

K-6  682.  21.5  95.0  29.7  2.0  7.8  18.4  15,8 


4.t         12.4  14»274 


7.6 


12.1  10tl24 


4.1  12.2 


13(600 


5.8  12.2  lli305 


4  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  72-73i  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY  (J  FRANK  DENT  -  LONGFIELDS) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  L^VEL  — •  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRAPE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY. 

SKILL  AREAt   COMPARED  WITH*  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


HKINCE  6E.0HGLS  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSTLM 


Skill  areas 


VOCADULAHY 


READING  COM^REHCNSIOM 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAML 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-'    DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARJf-  DlFfER- 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EnCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


lnCe 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAI^D 
NORM 


ENCE 


J  FRANK  UENT 


3  100.1 
5  101.9 


3.83 
5.06 


3.5*1 
5,29 


♦  .29 
-.23 


3,fll  - 
5.33 


3.60 
5.33 


♦  .21 

♦  .00 


M.21 
^JM2 


3.99 
3.56 


♦  .22 
-.IM 


3.75 
5.30 


3.62 
5.5i( 


♦  .  13 


UAMES  H  HAKHISOM 


3  ^00 . 0 
b  103.6 


3.81 
5.56 


3.5M  ^  ^.27 
5. MM  ^.12 


3.72 
5.5M 


3.60 
5.M7 


♦  .12 

♦  .07 


3.7(i 
5.145 


3.98 
b.70 


-.20 
-.25 


3.82 
5. MS 


3.61 
^.67 


♦.21 

-.19 


JAMES  MCHENRY 


3  100.0 
5  107.1 


3.M3 
5.55 


3.59 
5.75 


-.16 
-.22 


3.71 
5. MM 


3.65 
5.77 


♦  .06 
-.33 


M.OM 

5.n9 


M.OM 
6.00 


♦..00 
-^.11 


3.65 
5.82 


3,66 
5.95 


-.01 
-.13 


JAMES  KYQEH  HfANDALL     3  1U9.6 
5  107.7 


M.MO 
5.M8 


M.  15 
5.00 


♦.25  M.77 
-.32  5.59 


M.2M 
5.62 


♦.53  5.M8 
-.23  6.09 


M.62  ^.86  «  M.M7 
6.05         -(-.OM.  5.83 


M.17 
6.00 


♦  .30 
-.17 


yOHl 


[N  CARKOLjL 


•3  98 . 7 
5  100.5 


3.5M 
5.1M 


3.M5 
5. 16 


♦.09  3.56 
'-.02  5.29 


3.51 
5.21 


♦.05  9.03 


3.90  ^.03 


3.55 


♦  r08        ^.56*        ^.M5         ♦.ll  5.3M 


3.5M 
5.M2 


4.01 
-.08 


JOHN  LAGER  HOWARD 


3  97.2 
5  101.9 


3.20 
5.07  ' 


3.35 
5.29 


-.15 
-.22 


3.25 
5.2M 


S.^1 
5.33 


.16 
.09 


3.73 
$.22 


3.80 
5.56 


-.07  3.5^M 
■:.3M  5.2M 


3.**5 
5.5M 


♦  .09 
-.30 


JOHN  H  BAYNE 


3  98.1 
&  ' 101. 0 


3.57 

s.ief' 


3. Ml 
5.21 


♦.16  3.57 
-.03  5.3M 


3.M7 
5.25 


♦.10  M4?3 
♦.09  5^63 


3.86  ^.37 
5,^9  ♦.IM 


3.77. 
5.57 


3.50 
5,M6 


♦  .27 

♦  .n 


KENlLikORTH 


^  10M.6 
5     109. 7i 


M.2M 
5.95 


3.83 
5.9« 


♦.Ml  M.22 
-.03  6.03 


3.91 
5.99 


♦  .  31  *♦ .  39 
♦.OM  6.16 


M.29 
6.21 


.10  M.09 
.05    '  5.92 


3.88 
6.  16 


♦  .21 
-.2M 


KENMOOR 


3  97.3 
5  96.0 


3.M6 
5.1M 


3.36 
M.77 


♦  .in  :\.39 

♦  .3T  '1.87 


3.M2 
M.e3 


-.03  3.B3 
♦.OM  M.93 


3.80 
6.07 


♦  .03  3.<t9 
-.IM  5.12 


3.M6 
5.07 


♦  .03 

♦  .  05 


KiNTLANO 


3  9M.M 
5  99.3 


2.95 
M.62 


3.17 
b.06 


-.2?  ?.97 
-.MM  M.BU 


3.22  . 
5.11 


.25 
.31 


3.3M 
M.87 


3.61 
5.35 


.27 
.M8 


3.16 
5.01 


3.29 
5.33 


13 
-.32 


KETTERING 


3  101.7 
b     107. M 


3.53 
5.85 


3.6M 
b.77 


-.11  3.78 
4.08  5.99 


3.71 
5.79 


♦  .07  '*.17 
♦•20  6.33 


M^IO  4.07 
6^02  ^.31 


3.73 
6.^2 


3.71 
5.97 


♦  .02 
t.25 


LAMONT 


3  9^12 
5  99.9 


5.10 


3.M2 
5.11 


4.09  3.59 
-.01  5.26 


3.M8 
5.16 


♦.11  M.08 
♦.12  5.M5 


3.^6  ^.22 


5.^0 


3.53 


♦.05     >    5. MM 


3.51 
5.38 


♦  .02 

♦  .06 


lAndover  mills 


3  95.5 
b  102.3 


3.18 
M.99 


3.25 
5.32 


.07  3.23 
.33  M.86 


3.30 
5.36 


.07,  3.71" 
.50^,  5.29 


3.60  ^.03 
5.60  -.31 


3.M7 
5.23 


3.35 
5.57 


♦  .12 
-.3M 


LANGLEY  PAHK 
LANHAM 


3  100.6 


3  102. M 
5  100.9 


3.23 


3.36 
M.90 


3.57 


3,.  69 
5.20 


.3M 


3.M5 


-.33  3.62 
-.30  5.0b 


3.6M 


3.76 
5.2M 


.19 


3.5M 


-.iM  3.97 
-.19  5.71 


U.62  •.M8 


M.l** 


5.<48  ^.23 


3.51 


,17         3. MM 


.5.35 


3.65 


3.75 
5.M6 


-.31 
-•11 


LAUREL 


3  lOM.M 
5  106.6 


3.92 
5.69 


3.82 
5.70 


♦.10  M.09 
-.01  5.70 


3.89 
5.72 


♦.20  M.?9 


.02 


5.81 


M.27        ^.02      ^  3.97 


5.96 


-'^IS  5.81 


3.87 
•  5.91 


'  +.10 
-.10 


LtWlSQALE 


3  99.0 
5  103.7 


3.59 
5.38 


3.M7 
5.M5 


♦.1?  3.57 
-.07  5.22 


3.53 
5. MO 


♦.OM  4.09 
-.26  5.39 


3.92 
5.71 


♦.17  3.65 
-.32'  5.M6 


3.55  4ttlO 
5.68  ^722 


LON^riELUS  3      91.0         3.10  2.96        4.IM         3.19  ,        2.99        ^.20         3. MO  3.38        ^.02        3.2M  3.09  ♦.IS 

5    ^95.3        e.lM  «*.70        ♦.MM        M.y3  M.77        ^.16        5.15  5.01         ♦ .  l^i         5.?0  5.01  ^.19 


♦  S6E  CHAPTER. 3»  ^ACK  74-75,  FDR  DEFINITION  Df^  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK  (♦)  ACCDMPANVINC  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE'*  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.  < 
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ERIC 


.PRINCE  GEORGE'S  CO.UNTY  (LYNDON  HILL  -  OVERLOOK) 
iABLf""3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFIl,E+ 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

5TAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE'  CHILDREN 

grad4 

ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(L) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TpTAL  NO* 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(LO) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(LL) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
U) 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
17) 

ADMI N. 

(8) 

LYNDON  HILL 

K-6 

503 

3.9.6 

94.0 

24  «6 

3. .  0 

8.3 

2  Bf  0 

24.6 

4..  9 

12^2  - 

10,373 

\      -  • 

^  MAGNOLIA 

K-6 

5L6 

20.9 

97.0 

23.7 

3..0 

7 . 5 

13.  0 

32.4 

1.9 

* 

L2'.J& 

13)642 

MARGARET  A  EDHONSTON     PRE  K^6 

507  J 

^19, 3 

94.7 

29.3 

i.o 

9.9 

IB.O 

2L.7 

9.1 

L2.3 

11 » 364 

MARGARET  BRENT 

K-6 

367 

;L7.L 

94.2 

30*4 

3..0 

L3.3 

20.0 

36.0 

4.6 

L2.3 

11»352 

MARLTON 

K-6 

565 

20*5 

96.5 

26.5 

9.7 

19.5 

25.5 

NA 

TJA 

NA 

MAT TA PON I 

K-6 

524 

3.9  .B 

94.6 

25.4 

'  I 

l.'O 

1U.9 

24.0  ' 

20.5 

•  .5 

L2>3 

13,523 

MATTHEW  HENSON 

K-6 

6XB 

20.7 

;96.4 

27. B 

2.t) 

7.3 

16.3 

L6.B 

5.1 

L2.3 

12,679 

MCCORMICK 

4-6 

379 

20;3. 

94.6 

17.  B 

L.O 

B.5 

2L.0 

L3.3 

9.2 

L2*3 

i[o,446 

MEXDOUBROOK 

K-6 

5B3 

20.2 

97.4 

26.9 

2.0 

9.9 

25.0 

30.4 

1.7 

L2.7  • 

14,966 

• 

MBLWOOD 

K-6 

63B  . 

94.6 

2B.9 

2.0 

L0.5 

22.5 

20.4 

5.6 

L2.2 

12,671 

MIDDLETON  VALLfV 

K-6 

5.77 

20.5 

96.5 

26.2 

2.0 

LL.O  ^ 

25.0 

L4.5 

4.4 

L244 

14, 304 

MONTPELIER 

K-6 

735 

22.3 

-"I 

95.6 

30.9 

2.0 

7.5 

3L.9 

24.3 

2.S 

L2.7 

111 964 

MORNINGS  IDE 

K-6 

457 

22.3 

96.5 

3.9.5 

L.O 

LL.3 

2B.0 

24.4 

6.2 

L2.L 

111  509 

NORTH  FORESTVILLE          PRE  K-6 

521 

20.4 

97.B 

23.5 

2.0 

12.0 

L3.5 

39. L 

,  «.5 

L2.3 

13il52 

0  W  PHAIR 

K-6 

365 

3.a.9 

95. B 

LB. 3 

L.O 

1.3 

L3.5 

27.5 

11.5 

L2.2 

111  194 

OAKCREST 

K-6 

66B 

22.7 

92.  B 

2B.5 

L.O 

7.0 

L6.0 

L5,9 

•  .9 

L2«6 

3f2  f  006 

OAKLANDS 

K-6 

677 

23.2 

95.3. 

27.2 

2.0 

13.1 

27.0 

27.1 

3.4 

L2.4 

111  34 B 

OVERLOOK 

K-6 

355 

LB.'5 

96.4 

3.B.2 

L.O 

7.2 

2L.0 

37.5 

12.4 

12.4 

12,730 

ERIC 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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,     .PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY -( LYNDON  HILL  -  OVERLOOK) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  feY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
PHiNCE  ceoKGEs  COUNTY  AVER  AGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

Skill  aoca^ 


SCHOOL  SYbUM 


VOCADULAra 

SChOOU  NAML  GRAO£  AVEHMt  AVERAGE  MARY- 

LAND trCF 


languaoe  total 


.MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


GE 


REAUlr^G  COMPRLKCNSION 
t 

OlFFtK-  AVERAGE     MaRY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


DlFFfR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


Gt 


LANU 
NORM 


ErjGL 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


LNCE 


GE  ' 


LAND 
NORM 


niFFER- 
ENCF 


LYNDON  HILL 


96.2 
90,7 


3.11* 
M.75 


3,29 
5.01 


la 

-.26 


3,M0 
M,79 


3.3«» 
5.06 


4  •  06 
-.27' 


3.31 
5.31 


3.73 
5.30 


-.M2 
♦  .01 


3. 16 
M.99 


3.39 
S.2a 


-.23 
-.29 


MAGNOLIA 


106.2 
108.7 


3.61 
b.9M 


3.Q3 
5.89 


♦  .05 


3.«2 
5.81 


M.Ol 
5.V0 


.09 


M.?2 
6*00 


M.39 
6*13 


.17 
.13 


3.99^ 
6.00 


3.97 
6.08 


♦  •02 
-.08 


MARGARET  A  EUMONSTON  3 
5 


MARGAHET  BRENT 


98.8 

10  K  5 


3.35 
b.39 


3. MO 
b.M2 


3.72 
5.37 


3^M6 

5\25 


-.37 
4.02 


3.50 
5.52 


4.02  3.53 
4.rt'  5.66 


3.79 
5. MO 


3.52 
5.29 


-.2n 
.^.12 


4.01 

♦  .37 


3.70 
5.57 


3.75 
5.fl5 


M.17  _  -^M7 
5.6M  /  >.07 


O.90 
5. S3 


3.65 
5. Ml 


-.15  3.M8 
4.32    A  5.90 


3.78 
5.61 


3.5M 

5 .  5a 


.13 
.20 


-.06 
♦  ,i»0  . 


harlton 


103.2 
100, M 


3.70 
'  5. 36 


3.7M 
5.16 


-.OM 

4.?2 


3.92 
5 . 3  '7 


3.61 
5.20 


4.11 
4.17 


3^92 
5.39 


M.  19 
5. MM 


-.27 
-.05 


3.82 
5.80 


3.80 
5.M2 


4.02 
4  .36 


MATTAPONI 


100.5 
103.  1 


3.83 
5.52 


3.57 
b.39 


4.26 

4.13 


3.91 
5.5'* 


3.6  3 
5.M3 


4  .  2ft 
♦  .11 


M  .2M 
5.6M 


M.02 
.5.66 


♦  .22 
-.02 


3.89 
5.6M 


3.6m 
5.63 


♦  .25 

4.0l 


MATTHEW  HENSOri 


101.7 
103.3 


3.M3 


3.6« 
5 .  (vi 


-.21 
-.66 


3.50 
M.90 


3.71 
5. MM 


.21 
.5M 


M  .M  1 
5.t«0 


M.ia 

5.68 


4.31 
-.28 


3.66 
5.33 


3.71 
5.65 


-.05 
-,32 


MCCORMICK 
MLADOnPROOK 


5  101.7 


107.2 
108.6 


3.96 
6.31 


5.27 


M  ,00 
5.68 


-.10 


-.Ou 
4.M3 


5.25 


M.  :^5 
6.22 


5.31 


0.06 
5.89 


.06 


4  .27 
4.3^ 


.5.M6 


M.37 
6. MO 


5.55 


M.M6 
6.12 


-.09 


5.M9 


-.09  /M.Ot 
4.26  6.?b 


S.52 


M.03 
6.07 


-.03 


4  .03 
4.L8 


ML L WO 00 


96.9 
100. b 


3.36 
5.01 


3.3M 
5.16 


4  .OM 
-.15 


3.56 
5.12 


3.39 
5.21 


4.19 
-.09 


3.7M 
5.1M 


3.78 
5.M5 


.OM 
.31 


5.53 
5.30 


3.M3 
5.M2 


4.10 
-.12 


MIOOLLTON  VALLEY 


100. M 
105. M 


3.02 
b.78 


M.06 
5.60 


-.26 
4.18 


M.  IM 
5.79 


M.16 
5.62 


-.02 
4.17 


M.M9 
5.6M 


M.5M 
5.86 


.05 
.02 


M.12 
6.08 


M  .  10 
5.82 


♦  .02 

♦  .26 


KONTPLLILR 


110.3 
112.5 


M.M5 
6.26 


M  .20 
6.22 


♦  .25 
4  .OM 


M.67 
6.21 


M.29 
6.22 


4.38 
-.01 


5.03 
6.39 


M.67 
6.«»5 


♦.36  M.lO 
-.06  |^.?7 


6.06 


-.03 
-.14 


MORNINGS IDE 


92.  M 

97.6 


3.09 
M.93 


3.05 
M.93 


4  .OM 
4.00 


3.20 
M.89 


3.09 
M.98 


♦  .It 
-.09 


3.27 
5.01 


3. Ma 
5.22 


.21 
.21 


3. 13 
M.87 


3.17 
5.21 


-.0«» 
-.  3M 


NORTH  FORtUTVlLLE 


103.7 
103.7 


3.60 
5.06 


3.77 
5.M5 


A  17 
-.39 


3.61 
5.25 


3.05 
5.M6 


.2M 
.23 


M.06 
5.36 


M.23 
5.71 


.17 
.35 


3.57 
.  5.M2 


3.63 
5.6S 


-.26 
-.26 


0  W  KHAIR 


101.0 
' 102.7 


3.72 
5.(16 


3.60 
5.36 


♦  .12 
4.10 


3.53 
5. Mb 


3.67 
5.39 


IM 
♦  .06 


«.20 
5. Ml 


M.05 
5.63 


♦  .15 
-.22 


'3.81 
5.M2 


3.67 
5.60 


♦  .l«l 
-.18 


oakcrest 


98.7 
101  .M 


p. 27 
H.86 


3.M5 
5.2M 


.18 

.36 


3.M2 
M  .80 


3.51 
5.28 


.09 
.MQ 


3.80 
5.26 


3.90 
5.52 


.10 
.26 


3.59 
5.35 


3.5M 
5.50 


♦  .05 
-.15 


oaklanos 


93.7 
99.  M 


3.25 
^.OM 


3.13 
5.07 


♦  .1? 


3.M6 


3. 10 
5.1 1 


♦  .^n 

♦  .31 


3.57 
5.20 


3.56 
5.35 


4.01 
-.16 


3.31 
5.30 


.  3.25 
5.3M 


♦  .06 
-.OM 


OVERLOOK 


97.0 
100.9 


3.23 
5.15 


3.. ^9 
5.20 


.16 
.05 


3.20 
5.02 


3.M5 
5.2M 


.  10 
.22 


3.M3 
5.35 


3.8M 
5. MO 


-.Ml 
-.13 


3.M3 
5.12 


3.M6 
5.M6 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3i  PACES 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY  (O^ENS  ftOAD  ,-  ROSE  VALLEY) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


• 

PERCENT* 
AVERAGE 

I)A  W  Y 
ATTIN- 
DANCE 

14) 

• 

perI^nt 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEORCE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9  ) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2  ) 

PUPIL/ 

STAFF 

RATIO 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

Experience 

PCRCENT 
.  DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
{ 10  ) 

MEDIAN 

rDUCA- 
TION  OF  . 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCUMt 
(() 
(12) 

• 

SCHOOL  NAME 

ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(X) 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN* 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7  ) 

ADMIN. 

(8) 

'  

OWENS  ROAD 

IC-6 

XB.9 

92  .0 

20 . 5 

X.Q 

XX. 2 

12.0 

17 . 7 

6V? 

12.4 

lli429 

OXON  HILL 

K-6 

570 

23*0 

94  .6 

22  . 0 

2.0 

10.9 

16.5 

"20 . 6 

3*1 

12.3 

12.853 

PAINT  BRANCH 

IC-6 

537 

X9.9 

9X.  5 

25.0 

2.0 

6.9 

11.0 

2  5*2 

6.3 

V 

12.3 

llt823 

PALMER  PAUK 

K-6 

^29 

XG.3 

92.7 

2X.4 

2.0 

B.9 

21.5 

31.6 

6.5 

12.3 

10,953 

PANORAMA 

IC-6 

250 

X7.7 

95.9 

X3.X 

X.O" 

10.'3 

24.0 

15  .6 

> 

5.4 

12.4 

12,353 

PARKLAWN 

K-6 

336- 

X9.0 

95.4 

X6.7 

X.O 

10.5 

34.0 

43.5 

2.4 

l^.2 

13^0^6 

PARKWAY 

V-6 

32B 

X9.2 

95 . 0 

X6.  X 

x.o 

11. B 

17.0 

2  3.4 

3.5 

12.3 

II1I26 

PATUXENT 

K-6 

53B 

2X.X 

96 .  X 

23.5 

2  .(X 

9.9 

29.5 

16 . 6 

10.6 

12. 1 

12, 81B 

t 

POINTER  RIDGE  - 

K-6 

6B0 

21*7 

96  .2 

29*  3 

2.0 

7.2 

14.3 

20 .  B 

5.4 

12.5 

13tBl2 

r 

POWDER  MILL 

K-6 

5B1 

20*0 

96.  e 

27.x 

2.0 

10.3 

15.7 

16 . 7 

3.4 

12  .6 

13 1 369 

PRINCETON 

k'-6 

433 

X9.5 

^96.0 

2X.2" 

X.O 

e.4 

17.0 

20.3 

3.B 

12.2 

11,4  74 

RANDOLPH  VILLAGE 

K-6 

*> 

f9X 

2X.5 

94. B 

2X.B 

X.O 

B.9 

10.5 

15.3 

10.7 

12.2 

11,607 

RIDGECREST 

K-6 

509 

20.4 

97,3 

24.0 

xio 

10.3 

IB.O 

30.\) 

4.3 

12.  5 

13, 350 

RITCHIE          :  . 

K-.6 

573 

22.9 

95.4 

24.0 

X.O 

11.0 

IB.  5 

31.2 

7.1 

12.2 

12,42  3 

> 

RIVERDALE 

•  K-6 

695 

2X.6 

e 

/94.x 

30.2 

2.0  9.9 

% 

9.0 

15 .  * 

D.J 

12.1 

10,611 

RIVERDALE  HILLS 

K-6 

405 

XB.7 

93.4 

X9.6 

2.0 

e.  7 

27.0 

20. B 

6  4 

12. 1 

10,919 

ROICRT  FROST 

K~6 

36X 

X9.X 

9^.2 

*  X7.9 

X.O 

B.9 

13.0 

26.5 

3»3 

12.5 

13,956 

ROCKLCDGE 

K-6 

631 

20.9 

94.9 

2B.5 

2.0 

19.  S 

/I 

20.3 

2.2 

12.  B 

15,711 

ROGERS  HEIGHTS  . 

608  ^ 

20.3 

95.0 

27.9 

2.0 

11.4 

10.0  26.7 

7.7 

12.3 

11,153 

ROSE  VALLEY 

K-6 

633 

20.5  96.6 

29.9 

X.Q 

7.4 

15. T  20.4 

2.5 

X2.5 

14,729 

^    see  CHAPTt.  3.  Mce»  72-7,.  ro.  Derum.ON  0.  terms  and  souaces  op  dma  Pr,cvDED  ^u  tm.s  ta.le. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (OWENS  ROAD  -  ROSE  VALLEY) 


fABLC   ^.     SCHOOL  LEVEL         SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
PHiNCt  GtuMCLi  COUNTY  SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  'SCHOOL 
SCHOOL  sYt. I tM  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

Skill  areas  '  j 


SCAOOL  NAMb 


VOCABULARY 


READING  COMPnEllCNsloN 


lancuacc  total 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVLRAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-      OlFFfR-  AVCR^GE  MaRY- 


SA5 


GE 


LAND  ^fc^CE 

NORM 


G& 


LAND       .  ENCt. 


OIFJ^PR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


OiiEnS  ROAU 


3  92.7  2,76 
5     90.9  M.es 


3,06 
b,02 


..30 
-.17 


2.66 
M.70 


3.11 
5.07 


•  25 
.37 


3.^15 
5, It 


3.50 
5.31 


-.12 


3.11 


3.19 
5.30 


-.08 
♦.28 


OXON  HiLL 


PAINT  BRANCH 


3  100.1  3.67 
5     i02.9  b.3!> 


99.6  3.35 


b    •  9fl.6 


D.63 


3.5*1 
5.36 


3.51 
5.00 


«.13 


-.16 
-.17 


3.73 
5. MO 


3.38 
1.76 


3.b0 
5. Ml 


3.57 
5.05 


♦  .13 

♦  .07 


.  19 
.27 


M.n5 

.5.50 


3.70 
M  .^2 


3.99 
5.69 


3.96* 
b.29 


♦  .06 

-^15 


-.26 
-.37 


3..6M 
5.M6 


3.  •19 
5.03 


3.62 
5.62 


3.59 
5.27 


♦  .02 
-.16 

U 

-.10 
-.2H 


PALMCrt  PARK 


95.7  3.16 
99. M  b.lO 


3.26 
5.07 


-.06 
♦  .03 


3.31 
5.(U 


3.31 
5.11 


♦  .00 
-.0»J 


3.66 
5.27 


3.70 
5.35 


-.OM 
-.OA 


3.*»6 
M.97 


5.3m 


^37 


PANORAMA 


3  IU3.9 
ft  99.7 


3.92 
b.lM 


3.79 
5.09 


♦  .13 

♦  .Ob 


d.Ob 
5.10 


3.06 
5.1M 


♦  .19 


M.17 
5.50 


M.2M 
5.36 


-.07 
♦  .12 


3.91 
5.21 


3.6M 
5.36 


♦  .07 
-.15 


parkLawn 


90.6  2.99 
95. M  M.61 


2.93 
M.71 


♦  .06 
-.10 


i,oi 

M.60 


2.97 
.M.76 


♦  .OM 

♦  .;P2 


3.66 
5.06 


3.36 
5.02 


♦  .32 

♦  .OM 


3.20 
5.02 


3.07 
5.02 


♦  .13 

♦  .Otf 


PARKWAY 


3  ioO.M 
5  102.6 


3.62 
M.9M 


3.56 
5.35 


♦  .06 
-.Ml 


3.70 
M.92 


3.62 
5.3ft 


♦  .Oft 
-.M6 


M.25 
5.56 


d.or 

a.  62 


♦  .2M 
-.06 


M.02 
5.M5 


3.6H  ^  ♦,38 
5.59  -.IH 


PATUXENT 


3  99.6 
b  100.7 


3.50 
M  .Q6 


3.51 
b.  10 


-.01 
-.20 


3.79 
5.16 


3.57 
5.22 


♦  .22- 
-.06 


M  .00 
5.30 


3.96 
5.M6 


♦  .01 
-tl6 


3.67 
5.59 


3.59*  ♦.06 
5.MH  ♦.IS 


POINTER  KlOGt 


3  110.6  M.17 
5     ioa.3  b.75 


M.23 
5.85 


-.10 


M.33 
5.93 


M.32 
b.07 


♦  .01 

♦  .06 


M.71 

6.05 


M.70 
6.10 


♦  .01 

-.05 


M.32 
6. 25 


m.2h  ♦.on 

6.05  ^.20 


POWDER  MILL 


3  101.0  3.37 
5     103.7  b.32 


3.^0 
5.M5 


.?3 
.1> 


?.5l 
5. MO 


3.67 
5. MO 


.  16 
.06 


3.71 
5.(46 


M.05 
5.71 


-.3M 
-.25 


3.69 
5.57 


3.67  •  ♦.02 
5.66  -.11 


PHlwCETON 
RANDOLPH  VlLLAGt 


3     103.6  M.M2 


5  ;  91.6 


M.6Q 


3  97.9  3.5M 
'5     102.7  5.36" 


3.76 
M.mO 


3. MO 
5.36 


♦ .  rwt  • 
♦  .20  • 


4  .IM 
♦  .00 


M.  12 
M.66 


5.M9  ■ 


3.05 
i|  .M7 


3.M6 
5.39 


♦  .27 

♦  .3^ 


♦  .22 


M.99 
M.75 


3.n7 
5.30 


M.23 
M.72 


3.6M 
^.63 


4.76  • 
♦  .03 


♦  .03 
-.25 


M.IO 

M.es 


3.5M 
5.26 


3.63 
M.73 


3.M9 
5.60 


♦.27 
♦.12 


♦  .05 
-.32 


-  RIBGECRGST 


THIS  SCHDOL"  IS  PARTICIPATING  IN  TMC  MARYLAND  ALJtRNATIVE  ACCOUNTABILITY  PILDT  PROJECT.     (SEE  SECTIDN  A. 2. 17) 


RlTCMlC 


KlVERDALE 


3  99.6 
5  1^2.3 


3.36 
5.12 


3.5^ 
5.32 


-.15 
-.20 


5.60 
5.  MO 


3.57 
5.36 


♦  .03 

♦  .OM 


3.ft3 

^5.M6 


3.96 
5.60 


-.13 
-.IM 


3. Ml 
5.35 


3.59 
5.57 


.16 
•  22 


THIS  StMODL  li  PARTICIPATING  IN  TME'  MARYLAND  ALTERNATIVE  ACCOUNT AB^LI Tf  PILOT  PROJECT.     (SEE  SECTIDN  A. 2. 17) 


RIVCRUALE  HILLS 


95.7 
VS. 2 


3. 13 
M.61 


3.26 
•».70 


-.13 

4.11 


3.  10 
5.03 


3.31 
M.76 


-.21 
♦  .27 


3.63 
M*92-. 


3.70 
5.00 


.07 
•  00 


3.19 
S^OM 


3^36 
5^00 


-.17 
♦  •Oil 


ROBLRT  FROST 


99,9 
10M.6 


3^71 
b^26 


3^53 
5^53 


♦  •in 

-•27 


3^61 
5^26 


3tb9 
5^b5 


♦  •0? 
-•29 


3  •AO 
5^M7 


3^96 
5^79 


•  10 

•  32 


3^76 
5^72 


3^61 
^•75 


♦  .15 
-•03 


ROCKt£DC£ 


107^M 
. 109^6 


^•16 
6.09 


M^Ol 
5^99 


♦  •15 

♦  «  10 


H»HO 
6^0M 


l|^09 
5^99 


♦  •31 

♦  •05 


M^56 
6^^3 


^•M7 

6^22 


♦  •11 

♦  •11 


M^Oti 
6^17 


M».^i| 
6^  17 


♦  •00 

♦  •00 


KO«CR!>  HtlGHTS 


96.6 
96. M 


3.55 
M.91 


3.-^3 
M.96 


4  .?n 


3.69 
S^OM 


3^  JO 
^•03 


♦  •31r 

♦  •01 


3^90 
M  ^^9 


3^77 


♦  •13 
-•36 


3^65 
M^79 


3^M3 
5^?6 


♦  •22 
-•M7 


ROSE  V*LLEV 


lOM.  1 
103.5 


M.09 

11.20 


3.60 
S.II3 


♦  •29 
-•ID 


M^IO 
5.29 


3.07 
b.M6 


'♦.23 
17 


^•ii9 

5^5<> 


^•25 
5^70 


♦  •2«» 
-•11 


3.96 
S^34 


3^65 
^•66 


ERIC 


^  CHAFTIR  I.  MGC5  7^-75.  FOR  DEFINITION  D^^  TtR^<5.  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  (•)  ACCOHMNYING  Mp,  ppeRtNCB^'  SCDRCS,  AND 

O     MCIAC  WSTRUCTXDMS  fOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFCRCNCE"  SCORES  PflOViriED  IN  IH15  TADLB^  H  C 


419 


♦  •13 
-•32 


PRINCE  G€ORGE'S  COUNTY   (ROSECROFT  PARK  -  THOMAS  ADDISON) 


TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVCL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


c 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(^} 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGRf E 
OR  AOpVE 
(9} 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERI LNCC 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

incume 
( % ) 
(12) 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 

ADMIN, 
(6) 

TEACHER 
<7) 

ADMIN, 

(a) 

KOSECROFT  PARK                PRE  K-6 

^07 

16.6 

95.6 

23.5 

1.0 

11.9 

17.5 

20.0 

3.7 

12 . 4 

1 3 1  3 16 

SAMUEL  F.  B.  MORSE 

K-6 

66X 

22.9 

91.6 

26.8 

2.0 

6.4 

13.0 

26.7 

3.2 

\7  7 

lit  801 

^SAMUEL  CHASE 

K-6 

519 

21.0 

93.1 

23.7' 

1.0 

10.4 

15.0 

14.6 

3.5 

12.5 

13tl45 

SANDYMOUNT 

K-6 

20.3 

95.1 

20.4 

1.0 

7.6 

41.  0 

16.7 

10.6 

12.2 

lit  288 

SEAIROOK 

K-6 

501 

21,9 

96,8 

21.9 

1.0 

11.  3 

26.0 

16.1 

2.6 

12.4 

I3t957 

SEAT  PLEA&AHT 

K-6 

^38 

19.2 

93.2 

21.8 

1.0 

6.3 

28.0 

26.3  ^ 

B.9 

12.1 

10 t 512 

SNADYSI-DE 

K-6 

376 

20.6 

95.6  • 

17.3 

1,0 

12.5 

16.4 

24.4 

7,0 

12.2  . 

llt229 

SILVER  HILL 

K-6  * 

360 

23.2 

95.3 

14,5 

1.0 

13.5 

13.0 

9.7 

5.6 

12.4 

12 t 182 

SKYLINE 

K-6 

378 

18.3 

95.2 

19.7 

1.0 

9.4 

11.0 

6.6 

12.2 

lltl24 

SOMERSET 

K-6 

^66 

20.5 

9^.9 

21.7 

1,0 

9,9 

33.0 

26.4 

2.6 

12.7 

16 t 301 

SPRINGHILL  LAKE 

K-6 

72^ 

21.7 

95.3 

31.3 

2.0 

8.9 

15.5 

27.9 

7.2 

12.9 

llt864 

$URRATTSVILL£ 

K-6 

50^ 

19.8 

95.9 

24.5 

1.0 

10,8 

10.0 

17.6 

l.t 

12.3 

I5t035 

TALL  OAKS 

K-6 

23,9 

95,5 

16.3 

1.0 

10.9 

24.0 

12.7 

3.7 

12.6 

14  t  A  70 

TANGLGWOOD 

K-6 

MMA 

21.0 

96.8, 

21.2 

1.0 

14.5 

lO.GU 

31.5 

X.O 

12.3  . 

^3,732 

TAYAC 

K-6 

593  . 

19.  a 

95.6 

28.0 

2.0 

8.8 

30.0 

27.7 

3.4 

12.5 

14t57l 

TEMPLE  HILLS 

K-6 

220 

22,3 

95.0 

a. 9 

1.0 

13.9 

17.0 

15.2 

3.1 

12*5 

I3t916 

TEMPLETOH 

0 

K-6 

632 

20,7 

95.0 

28.5 

2.0 

10.7 

19.2 

27.9 

•  .0 

12.1 

10,443 

THOHAS  ADDISOM 

R-6 

310 

17.9 

96,4 

16.3 

1.0 

12,3 

13.0 

41.6 

5.4 

12.5  ^ 

13,827 

^       '  ♦  set  CHAfTER  3,  r*CES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  *ND  SOURCES  OP  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAILE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (ROSECROFT  PARK  -  THOMAS  ADDISON) 

TABLE  4.'     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCARES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
PRtNce  6L0R6ES  COUNTY  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

SCHOOv  SYbltM 

SKILL  ARLaS 


VOCA^iULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 

,  LAND      .  E"CE 


READING  COMHRCHENSlON 


LAN&UAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SAS 


GE 


OiFrrp-  AVFRAGF     MARY-      DlFFfR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCt 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCe 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER J 
ENCE 


ROSECROFT  HARK 


3  106. <4 
b  103.3 


3. 02 
b,5n 


3,56 
'5.m 


♦  .26 

4.13 


3.90  ^ 
5.6£> 


3.62 
&.<«<« 


♦  •2n 

♦  .21 


(*.10 
5.52 


4.01 
'5.60 


♦  .09 
-.16 


3.66 
5.55 


3.64 
5.65 


♦  •04 
-.10 


SAHUEL  F.S.  MDRSE 


SAMUEL  CHASE 


9<4.6 


3.03  »  3.17 
4.63  **,b** 


SANDYMOUNT 


SEAORUOK 


3  lUO.l 

3  100.9 
5  103.4 


3  lUl.l 
5  102.9 


3.30 
5.49 


3.21 
b.09 


3.63 

5. on 


3.5'* 
5.22 


3.59 
5.42 


3.61 
5.?ft 


.  I** 
.01 


-.16 
♦  .27 


-.3ft 
-.33 


♦  .02 
-.30 


3.21 
4.63 


3.60 
5.59 


3.40 
5.33 


3.7a 
5.32 


3.22 
4.71 


3.00 
5.26 


3.66 
5.45 


3.67 
5.41 


.01 

.on 


♦  .oa 

♦  .33 


-.26 


♦  .11 

-.09 


3.  -^6 

4.  ftO 


3.77 
5.46 


3.69 
5.09 


4  .03 
5.36 


3.61 
4.95 


3.99 
5.50 


4.04 
5.69 


4.06 
5.65 


-.25^  3.46 
-.15  4,99 


.22 
.04 


-.15 
-.60 


-,03 
-.27 


3.67 
5.32 


3.56 
5.25 


3.67 
5.M5 


3.29 
4.95 


3.62 
5.47 


3.66 
5.66 

^.66 
5.62 


♦.17 
♦  .04 


♦  .05 
-.15 


-.10 


♦  .19 
-.17 


SEAT  PLEASANT 


3  100. < 
5  97.3 


3.10 
5.12 


3.56 
4.8ft 


-.46 
♦  .24 


3.20 
5.07 


3.62 
4.94 


-.4? 
4.13 


3.*>2 
5.77 


4.01 
5.16 


-.49 
♦  .59 


3.31 
&.23 


3.64 
5.17 


-.33 
♦  .06 


SMAOYblDE 


95.6 
95.0, 


2.76 
4.79 


3.25 
4.66. 


-.'*7 
«.  II 


3.00 
^.20 


5.30 
4.74 


-.30 
♦  .46 


3.06 
5.0l 


3.69 
4.99 


-.61 
♦  .02 


3.20 
5.?2 


3.36 
4.99 


-.16 
♦  .23 


SILVEH  HILL 


9?. 6 
99.9 


3.07 
4.42 


3,07 
5.11 


4.00 

-.69 


2. 12 
4.52 


3.12 
5.16 


-.40 
-.64 


3.?3 
4.76 


3.50 
5.40 


-.27 
-.62 


3. 10 
4.59 


3.19 
5.36 


-.09 
-.79  • 


SKYLINE 


96. 1 
99.6 


3.34 
5.22 


3.2A 
5.10 


♦  .06 

4.12 


3.Sit> 
5.11 


3.34 
5.15 


♦  .22 
-.04 


3.7X 
5.52 


3.72 
5.39 


-.01 
♦  .13 


3.1G 
4.ft6 


3.39 
5.37 


-.21 
-.51 


SOMERSET 


3  102.0 
5  105,0 


3.9ft 
5.65 


3.66 
5.56 


♦  .32 

♦  .09 


4  .04 
5.39 


3.73 
5.59 


♦  .31 
-.20 


4.26 
5^93 


4.12 
5.62 


♦  .14 

♦  .11 


3.67 
5. 66 


3.73 
6,76 


♦  .1« 

♦  .10 


SfRlUCHlLL  LAKE 
SURRATTSVILLE 


3  101.7 
5  100.6 


3  101.5 
5  103.2 


3.74 
5.25 


3.09 
5.36 


3.6<4 
5,17 


3.63 
5.40 


-.10 
4.06 


4.26 
-.02 


3.63 
5. 10 


4.02 
5.57 


3.91 
5.22 


3.70 
5.44 


.06 
.04 


♦  .32 

♦  .13 


4.15 
5.  16 


5.01 


4.29 
5.45 


4.06 
5.67 


-.14 
-.27 


♦  .03 

♦  .14 


3.66 
5.12 


3.6ft 
5.90 


3.66 
5.43 


3.70 
5.64 


-,22 
-.31 


4.16 
♦  ,26 


TALL  OAK& 


3  100.6 
5  101,7 


3.54 
5.37 


3.57 
S.27 


-.03 
♦  ,10 


3.65 
5.27 


3.64 
5.31 


♦  •01 
-.04 


3^69 
5.12 


4.02 
5.55 


-.13 
-.43 


3.56 
5.63 


3.65 
5,52 


-.07 
♦  .11 


TANGLLWOOD 


3  96,0 
5  1U5,7 


3.05 
5.15 


3.41 
5.62 


♦  .<42 


4.10 
5.40 


3.46 
5.65 


♦  •64  *  4.i)9 
-.17  5^76 


3.65 
S.66 


♦  .24 
-.12 


3.63 
5.99 


3.50 
5.64 


♦  ,33 

♦  .15 


TAYAC 


3  99,6 
5  iOl.6 


3.63 
5.12 


3.51 
5.2ft 


».12 
-.16 


3.64 
5.26 


3.57 
5.32 


♦  .07 
-•06 


3.n9 

5.25 


3.<)6 
5.50 


-.07 
-.30 


3.61 
5. '43 


3.M 
5.53 


♦>.02 
-.10 


TtMFLt  HILLS 


3  1U2.6 
b  llO.l 


3.57 
6.02 


3.72 
6.01 


-.15 
».0l 


3.64 
6.13 


3.79 
6.U2 


♦  .05 

♦  •n 


4.44 

6.52 


4.17 
6.2$ 


♦  .27 

♦  .27 


3.65 
6.35 


3.77 
6.19 


♦  .06 

♦  .16 


TLMPLCTON 


92,6 
94.6 


3.06 
4.67 


3.06 
4.64 


».0'0 
» .03 


3.20 
4.71 


3.10 
4.71 


♦  ;io 

♦  .00 


3;3i 

4.73 


3VH  \ -.16 
4.9S  ''-.22 


3.01 
4.79 


3.16 
4.95 


-.17 
-.16 


TI40MAS  ADDISON 


3  103.0 
5  106,6 


3.94 
b.95 


3.73 
5.90 


4.?l 

4.05 


4.00 
5,90 


3.00 
6.91 


♦  .20 

♦  .07 


4,^4 
5.92 


4.16 
6.H 


♦>.06 
-.22 


3.60 
5.96 


3.79 
6,09 


♦  .01 
-.13 


ERIC 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY  (THOMAS  CLAGGETT  -  BELTSVILLE  JR  HIGH) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCCNT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATT  EN-  • 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGRE  E 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(21 

PurtL/ 

ST  AF  F 
RATIO 
(31 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

SCHOOL  NAHC 

ZATION 
(1)  . 

T( ACMFR 
(01 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(61  . 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(101 

TION  OF 
MOTHER 
( 11) 

INCOME 
(121 

THOMAS  CLAGGETT 

K-6 

a 

19.2 

95.5* 

22.3. 

i.b 

9.5 

13«0 

26.6 

7.5 

12.1 

lOf 953 

THOMAS  S  STONE 

K-6 

•  46 

23.B 

aa.2 

34.6 

1.0 

10.0 

37.0 

19.7 

4.B 

li.S- 

9303 

TULIP  CROVE 

K-6 

532 

21*6 

94 . 7 

2  3.4 

1.0 

13.0  « 

16. • 

28.3 

5^2" 

12  .6 

JiO  f  u&  u 

UNIVERSITY  PARK 

K-6 

402 

19.5 

93.6 

19.6 

1.0 

14.9 

14.0 

14.1 

15  f  309 

VALLEY  VIEW 

K-6 

52B 

20.0 

91.7 

Z'4.4 

2«0 

13.7 

25.5 

23.<0 

4.1 

12  . 4 

lit  462 

WALDON  WOODS 

K-6 

419 

22.3 

96.7 

17.6 

1.0 

13.1 

12.0 

29.3 

2.0 

12 . 2 

13 1 570 

WEST  UNHAM  HILLS 

K-6 

429 

19.9 

•  3.3 

20.5 

1.0 

7.6 

13.0 

18.6 

3.B 

12.4 

12  f  367 

WHITEHALL 

K-6 

509 

20.2 

95.  3 

23.2 

2.0 

9.3 

15.  5 

26.6 

2,B 

12.8 

15,042 

9 

\ 

WILDERCROFT 

K-6 

314 

17.1 

9^.1. 

17.4 

1.0 

8.7 

24.2 

24.5 

5.B 

12.4 

11,206 

WILLIAM  BEANES 

K-6 

600 

22.1 

69.4 

25.1 

2.0 

9.0 

24.0 

14.(| 

8.2 

12.2 

9395 

WILLIAM  PACA 

K-6 

46B 

19.4 

95.1 

23.1 

1.0 

10.0 

25.0 

26.1 

5.9 

12.3 

12,504 

WOODLEY  KNOLL 

4-6 

353 

18.1 

94.9 

18.5 

1.0 

7.4 

18.0 

37.4 

6.1 

12.3 

12 , 101 

WOODMORE 

K-6 

504 

21.9 

97.3 

22.0 

1.0 

10.  0 

18  •JQ 

14.3 

5.9 

12  4  4 

14  f  090 

WQODRIDGE 

K-6 

269 

17.9 

96.7 

14.0 

1.0  ^ 

13».9 

l^B.4 

\ 

14»7 

2.0 

12.3 

13,292 

YORK TOWN 

IC-6 

603 

19.3 

96.9 

29.2 

2.0 

7.B 

14.9 

33.7 

2.1 

1Z.7 

14,883 

ANDREW  JACKSON  JUNIOR 

7-9 

766 

17.6 

77.0 

41.5 

2.0 

7.9 

20*3 

20.7 

B.X 

12.3 

10,456 

BEUIR  JR  HIGH 

7-9  1 

i013 

IB.  3 

92»9  . 

52.2 

3i0 

6.1 

17.3 

34.6 

3.2 

12.7 

19,769 

BELTSVILLE  JR  MICH 

7-9 

925 

18.1 

93.9 

48*0 

3.0 

10.1 

27t7 

33.3 

2.6 

12.4 

13,547 

-1 

1 

<0 

}♦  SCf  CHAPTER  3f  ^aCES  J2-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  (cOUNTY   (THOMAS  CLAGGETT  -  BELTSVILLE  JR^HIGH) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES*  BY 
'    SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
^       AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

V  ^   Skill  areas 

SCHOOL  SYbltM  VOCAUULARY  READING  /COMPREHENSION  LANGUAGE  TOTAte  MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE  AVfRAGE  AVCHAGE     MARY-      D1FFFR.\eRAGE     MARY-      OlFrrR-  AVEl^AGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  Oj^^^R 

LANO        E^CF  LaNu        EnCL  LAND        ENCE  LAND      '  FNCE 


SAS 


cc     NORM  Gf'    jam  NO''" 


T»K)MAS  CLAGGUT  3      96.2        2.95  3.29        -.3u         3.15  3.3*.        -LO         3.77  3.73        4.0*        3.18         .3.39  -.21 

*  «i      os.n       «i.«io  -.2n       «*.JiO         «*.7«*        -.3^        H.51         «*.99       -.no       H.OJ  n,^^ 


5  9!).0  «f.'*0  «*.&«  -.2n  ««^*»0 

THOMAS  SSTONt              3  99.3  5.39  3.^9  ..,o  3.M9  3.05  -06  3.7M  i.9'J  -.20  ^.JO  3.57  -.09 

i  X03.9  «*.98  5.1*6  -.Hn  5.09  5.49  -•'♦O  5. MO  5.73  -.33  5. ••7  5.70  -.23 

TULIP  GROVE                    3  100.6  3.56  3.^7  -.0,  3.52  3.6M  -.12  ^-OO  M.02  -.02  3.71  3.65  ^.06 

*                                   i  110. B    •     5.97  6. of  -.10  6.09  6.00  <.0l  5.77  6.31  -.5*  5.90  6.JC5  .  *f  > 

mUvEHSnV  PAK^            3  110.0  I*. 53  M.IB  ♦  ,fl5  •♦.1*2  i* .  27  f.I^  •i.n?  M .  65  -.00  H.U  J. 19  -.00 

5  109. «  6.07  5.99  «,0h  6.22  5.99  *.?^  6,16  6.22  -.06  6.11  6.17  -.06 

VALLEY  VIEW                    3^  97.0  3.30  3.3^  <.ni*  3.00  3.«*0  ♦.MO  3.93"  3.fa  t.lS  3.52  3.HH  ♦.00 

5  99.7  5.15  5.09  4.06  5.30  5.1**  ♦•16  !V.5*  5.36  ^.16  5.55  5.36  ♦ .  19 

WALDOh  WOODS                  3  lOl.O  3.70  3.60  4.1fi  3.00  3.67  ^.21  J.?©  **.05  ♦.«  J'^J  !  *  ?! 

5  99.7  5.H3  5.09  4^51*  5.51  S.l**  +.37  5.**S  5.38  ^.07  5.60  5.36  ♦.2H 

WEST  ^AMHAM  HILLS        3  103.2  3-.36'  ^3.7**  ^-.3n  3.50  3.01  -.31  3.70  i*.i9  -.HI  I*^? 

,  \                             5  99  9  ,4.56  5.11  *.55  M.69  5.16  -.M7  **.68  b.«*0  -.72  /^l  5.30  -.«*7 

WHITEiia^i:3^^^             3  108.9  «*.29  H.U  ..II*  M.Ml  M.20  ^.21  M.5t*  M.57  -.03  H.t9  H.13  ♦ .  06 

*               5  105.6  5.00  5.61  «.27  5.90  5.6**  ♦.34  6.20  5.87  ♦.33  5.82  5.83  ,  -.01 

WlLOERCROFT                    3  95.9  3.09  3.27  ..Ifi  3.23  3.32  -.09  3.33  3.71  -.38  3.27  3.37  -.10 

WILOER^KUH                     3  VD.^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^2  „.96  -.3^*  «*.7p  H.96  -.18 

WILLIAM  OEANtS              3  96.9  3.  17  3.3«*  -.17  3.07  3.39  -.32  3.31  3.70  -.H7  3.22  3.||3  -.21 

5  100.6  M.96  5,17  -.?1  «* .  9o  5.22  -.26  5.01  5.**9  -.H**  5.17  b.*3  . 


WILLIAM  PACA  3   '  96.3         3.25  3.23         ^.02         3. Ml  3.28         ^.13         3.ft2    '       3.67         ♦ .  1 5        3.M5  J'J!-**?' 

5     100. M         M.95  5.  16         *.2l         5.02  5.20         -.Ifl         5.20  5. MM         -.2M         5.29  5.M2  -.13 

WOODLLY  KHOLl;  5       96.1         M.73    '       M.70         -.05         M.8^  M.8M         -.01         M.118  5.08         -.20         M.93  5.07  -.IM 


WOODMORE                •        3  10M.6  3.93  3.83  ..10  M.22  3.91  ^♦.Jl  M.MM  M.29  ♦.IB  M.28  3.68  ♦.mO 

5  107.5  5.91  5.70  ^.13  5.90      .     5.00  ♦^lO  6.01  6.03  -.02  6.11  5.98  ♦.IJ 

WOOORIDCE                       3  101.0     '   3.37  3.60  -.25  3.53  3.67  -.IM  3.52  M.05  -.53  3.H7  0.67  -.20 

wuooKiuwt                       ^  lu^.^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  J  j^^^  .^^Q  5^,3  5,63  -.50 

YORkTOWN                         3       96. H  3.79       ^  3.30  4.M9     '  3.85  3.36  ♦.M9  M.l5  3.7M  ♦.Ml  3.15  3. JO  ♦ .  55 

YORKTOWN                         3  ^96.M  3./^  o.j^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  6.2M  6»10  -.16 

ANOKE.  JACKS<)N  JR        7       97.5  O.Om  6.M6  -.M2  6.12  6.51  —30  6.07  6.63  -.56  6.32  6.76  -.^3 

9       97,  M  7.  MO  7.97  -,M9  7,70  7.91  -'IS  7.^5  8.-01  -.M6  7.90  6.09  . 1  v 

»ELAIR^H10H            ,7  110.7  7.61  7.90  -.19  7.73  7.89  -.16  7.67  8.10  -.O 

OELTSVILLC         HIGH      7  108.3  7.12  7.6M  -.5.  7.11  7.60  ..M9  T.Jm'  T.66,  ..M2  7.2m  .        7.85  -.61 


«  $n  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  7^^-75,  FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TERMS.  EXPLANATION  DP  ASTCRISK  ACCDMPANYINC  HpiFFERENCC"  SCORCS.  AND 

IPCCIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTEftRReTINO  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  Tt<IS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (BEN  D  FOULDIS  -  KENMOOR  SR  HIGH) 


SCHOOL  NAME 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVERAQE 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGANI- 

ENROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

ZATION 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

HIN  STODDERT  JR 


^/AfAJkHlH  TASKER  JUNIOR 


BLADENSBURG  JR  HI6H 


BUCK  LODGE  JR  HIGH 


CHARLES  CARROLL  JR  HIGH      7-9  1,015 


DHIGHT  D  EISENHOWER 


EUGENE  BURROUGHS  JR 


GLENRIDGE  JR  HIGH 


GREENBELT  JR  HIGH 


GYWNN  PARK  JR 


HYATTSVILLE  JR  HIGH 


JAHES  MADISON,  JR. 


JOHN  HANSEN  JR  HIGH 


KENMOOR  JUNIOR 


AND 

PUBLIC  SCHOOL 

RESOURCES 

PROFILE* 

r 

TOTAL 

N0< 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABbVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGjI,  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD-: 

VAN- 
TAGED- 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOMb 
($) 
(12) 

TEACHER 
191 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

TEACHER 
{ 7 ) 

ADMIN; 
( B ) 

53.0 

2.0 

B.  2 

20 . 5 

20.0 

5.9- 

12.2 

11,0  30 

47.0 

2.0 

11.  0 

17  5 

28.6 

*  7.6 

12.3 

11*982 

60.0 

3.0 

9.9 

19.7 

'  32. l' 

5.2 

12.6 

14,684 

47. 5 

3.0 

10 . 1 

2-2 , 8 

21.8 

15.2 

.  12 . 1 

10 , 760" 

55.0 

3.0 

10.6 

16.0. 

41.4 

6.4 

12.5 

12 ,799-  • 

52.0 

.3.0 

B.3 

12.8 

23.6 

4.0 

12.4 

12,754 

^%.0 

51.5 

9.2 

22.3 

22.0 

5..  5 

12.6 

11,709  . 

54 . 0 

3.0 

9.0 

21.0 

35.1 

4. -.7 

12.4 

14,417 

57.0 

3.0 

S*3 

26.7 

23.3 

7.0 

12.1 

11,^38 

46.0 

2.0 

8.2  . 

16.0 

i6.7 

•A 

9.1 

12.2 

13,336 

46.0 

2.0 

4.9 

13.5 

27. i 

'  7,3 

12.4 

11,412 

<t 

52.5 

3.0 

6.3 

;i6.o 

28.6 

3.7 

"l2.3 

12,357 

50.0 

3.0 

10 

32.1 

7.8 

12.5 

12,185 

50.0 

2.0 

6.5 

15.5 

17.3 

7.8 

12.0  / 

10,683 

39*1 

2.0 

9.0. 

22.3 

14.8 

7.6 

12.4 

11,835 

40.4 

2.0^ 

7,9 

17.5 

35.4 

9  5.3 

12.2  • 

12,249 

55.5 

3.0 

6.0 

17.3 

29.9 

'3.3 

12.4 

12,655 

48.3 

2.0 

7.7 

17.7 

20^9 

S.3 

3i2.3 

12*515  . 

♦  -SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  72-73,  FOR  DEf=INITION  OF  TCRMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  CATA  PROVIDEB  lH  fHIS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE, GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (BEN  D  FOULBIS  ^i^ENMOOR  JR) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY  ; 
,      SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON. SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD' AGE  SCORES*  •  , 


PKiNCE  GLOKOCS  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSItM 


SKILL  AREAS 

M**«4«««*«^*  4«  *********** 


VOCABULARY 


REAOiriG  COMPHEHCnsION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE    MARY-      UjFrEK-  AVERAGE     MARY-..  OlFrfR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  ^  "OIFFER 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EriCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ence 


GC 


LAND 
NORM 


EINCE 


OE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


BtrM)  FOULOIS  JR 


7  102.3 
9  100,5 


6.26 
7. 96 


6.98 
0.33 


.72 
.3b 


6.55  . 
A. 15 


6.99 
-0.27 


6.35 

a. 10 


7.09 
•8.31 


-.7H 
-.21 


6.63 
6. IS 


6«H3 


-.HI 
-.26 


BtNjAMiN  SrODOERT  jR  7  99.7 
9  95.2 


6.05 
7.09 


6.70 
7.72 


-.65 
♦  .17 


5.99 
7.96 


6.73 
7.65 


-.7^  »  6.?o 

♦.3>  7.66 


6.BH 
7. ,7? 


-.6* 
-.11 


6.37  ' 
7. 89 


6.97 
7.66 


-.60 
4.03 


OtNJAMiN  TASKLR  JR 


7  100.8 
9  409.7 


7.22 

9.m 


7.69 
9.i»0 


-.'♦7 


7.36 
9,11 


7.65 
9.34 


-.29 
-.23 


7.16 
8«98 


7.71 
9.23 


-.55 
-.25 


7.63 
9.34 


7,90 
9.42 


-.27 
-.08 


'BLADENSaURG  JR  HIGH    7  100,2 
9   '  99.6 


6.03 
7.37 


6.76 
8.23 


-.86 


6.16 
7.50 


6.78 
8.16 


-.62  ^  6.08 
-.66  *  7.34i 


6.88 
8.22 


-.80  6.57 
-.88  «  7.80 


7,02 
8.33 


.45 
.53 


BUCK  LODGE  JR  HIGH      7  li)6,b 
9  107.7 


7.06  ^  7.67 
8.54  9.16 


-.61 
^.62 


7.03 
8.80 


7.63 
9.10 


.60 
.30 


7.13 
8.68 


7.69 
9.03 


-.56 
-.35 


7.64 
9.12 


7.88 
9.20 


.24 
.08 


SHARtES  CARROLL  JR 


7  101.6 
9-.  101.2 


6.62 
8.35 


6.91 
8.itl 


-.29 
-.06 


6.48 
7.99 


6^92 
8.35 


-.44 
-.36 


6.56 
8.56 


7.02 
8.38 


-.46 
4.18 


6.92 
8.28 


7.17 
8.50^ 


-.25 
-.22 


OttlGHT  D  EISLUHOWER     7  107.4 

9  ior.5 


b.99 
9.10 


7.54 
9.14 


-.55 
-.04 


6.90 
9.23 


7.51 

B.oa 


-.61 
+  .15 


6.^2 

.8.ne 


•7.57 
9.01 


-.65, 
-.13 


7.19 
9.01 


7.76 
9.18 


-.57 
-.17 


EUGENL  BUHKOUGHS  JR     7  108.6 
9  110.6 


T'.39 
9.10 


7.67 
*3i.50 


-.40 


7.36 
9.11 


7.63 
9.44 


.27 
.33 


7.41 
8.95 


7.69 
9.32 


-.28 
-.37 


7.46 
9.31 


7.88 
9,52 


-.42 
-.21 


FKANCiS  SCOTT  KEY  JR  7     lOQ.A        t>.13  6.82        -,69  6.18 

9      97.2        7.57  7.95        -138  7.81 


.FHEDEHICK'SASSCER  JR  7     101.3        ^.64  6.88        -.2U  6.78 

«     101.7        7.85  "      B.47        -.62  7.98 


6.04 
7.88 


6.89 
8.41 


-.66 
-.07 


-.11 
-.43 


6.36 
6.12 


6.63 
'7.79 


6.V4 
7.99 


6.99 
0.43 


-.58 
4.13 


-.36 
-.64 


6.43 
8.02 


6.91 
8.24 


7.08 
8.P7 


-.65  ♦ 
-.05 


^4 


7.14 
8.56 


-.23 


6  GARUNER  SHUGART  JR  7  98.4 
9  98.9 


6.32 
7.79 


6.56 
8. 14 


-.24 
-.35 


6.35 
7.01 


6.60 
8.08 


-.25 
-.27 


6.11 
7.71 


6.71 
8.16 


.60 

.,45 


6.43 
7.83 


6.84 
8.25 


-•41 
-.42 


GlENRIDGE  JR  HIGH 


7  100.6 
9  101.5 


6.20 
7.91 


6.00^ 
8.45 


-.60 
-.54 


6.34 
8.01 


6.82 
8.38 


.48  . 
.37 


6.37 
8.02 


6.92 
8.41 


.55 
.39 


6.57 
8. 16 


7.06 
8,53 


-.49 
•^.37 


GRCENUELT  JR  HIGH 


103.3 
104.9 


6.66 
0.39 


7.P9 
8.84 


-.43 
-.46^ 


6.59 
8.11 


7.09 
8.78 


-.50  6.69 
-.67  ♦  0.21 


7.18 
8.75 


-.49 
-.54 


7.18 
8.43 


7. 34 
8,90 


-.16 
-.47 


GYWN  PARK  JR 


<?8.6 
97.8 


HYATTSVILLE  JR  HIGH    7  103.5 
9  103.4 


6.34 
7.71 


6.55 
8.62 


6.56 
8.02 


7.11 
8.67 


-.24 
-.31 

-,56 

-^05 


6.42 
s7.86 


6.67 
0.70 


,^.62 
7.95 


7.11 
8.60 


-.20 
-.09 


-.44 
4.l'0 


6.25 
7.58 


6.71 
8.94 


6.73 
8.05 


7.20 
8.60 


-.48  ^.65 
-.47  .  >7.93 


-.49 
4.34 


7.06 
8.66 


6.86 
8.14 


7.36 
8.74 


-.21 
-.21 


-.30 
-,08 


JAMES  MADISON, < JR. 


ioa.9 

103,8 


6.86 
7.99 


7.05 
0.71 


-N9 
-.72 


6.90 
8.34 


7.05 
0.65 


-.15 
-.31 


6.72 
8.39 


7.14 
8«64 


.42 
.25 


7 . 08 
8.16 


7,30 
8.^8 


-.22 
-.62  * 


JOHN  HANSEN  JR  HIGH     7  106.4 
9  108.5 


b.91 
8.64 


7.43 
9.26 


f-.52  7.02 
^.62  '6.90' 


7.41 
9.20 


.39 
.30 


6«96 
8.63 


7.48 
9.11 


-.52 
-.48 


7.61 
9.13 


7.66 
-9,29 


-.05 
-,16 


KLNHOOR  JUNIOR 


103.4 
99,8 


6,06 
7.58 


7.10 
8.25 


-1,04  ».  6,00 
-.67  7.49 


7.10 
8.19 


-1.0?  ♦  5.96 
-.70,*  7.62 


7.19  -1.23  *  6.71 
8.24        -,62  7.77 


7.35 
8,35 


-.64  * 
-.58 


«  SEE  CMAFTER  3t  PAGES  74-75.   FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS,  EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  ACCOMPANYING  "DI'lFFERENCE"  SCORES,  ANB 

mClAt  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE."  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABbE. 
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prince  george's  county  (kent  jr  high  -  william  wirt  jr  high) 
Table  3.    school  level  —  community  and  public  school  resources  profile* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


TOTAL 

GRADE 

SCHUOL 

PUPIL/ 

ORGANI- 

ENROLL? 

STAFF 

ZATION 

HENT 

RATIO 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

PERCENT 
AVCRAGE? 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 


■•  ,    ■  'i 

TPTAL^O^.P 

t 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

.^^^ERIENCE 

TEACHER 
(51  ' 

^&ACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

PERCENT 
STAFF 


mDEGREE 
OR  ABOVI 
(9) 


SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 

EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
'  (11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME  • 

($)  , 

(12) 

KENT  JR  HIGH 


LAUREL  JR  HIGH 


7-9  849  16.6       89.1  48.0        3.0        7.8  22.0  23.5 


7-9  884  19.2       92.0  44.0        2.0        9.4  25.0  28.3 


5.6        12.4-  13,144 


6.4        12.3  11,896 


LORD  BALTIMORE  JR  HI  7-9       1,011  18.4       95.8  52.9        2.0        9.0  2p.O      29.5  3.2        12.5  14,370 


MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.       7-9  895  18.1      94.3  47.5  ^      2.0        9.6  29.0  30.3 

HAKY  H  BETHUNE  JUNIOR  7-9  872  18.5       83.7  45.0        2.0        7.2  15^7  25.5 


3.8        12.6  13,465 


7.7        12.4  12,679 


HT  RAINIER  JR  HIGH 


7-9  594  16.7      84.3  33.5        2.0        9.9  15.5  22.5 


4.9  12.0 


9872 


NICHOLAS  OREH  JR  HIGH  7-9  704  17.1      92.5  39.1        2.0        8.5  20.7  ?1.4 


OXON  HILL  JR. 


7-9  862  19.6       96.2  42.5         2.0        8.3  25.5  29.2 


ROBERT  GODDARD  JR  HIGH         7-9'     1,155  19.6       90.5  56.0         3.0         8.9  20.3  22.0 

ROGER  B  TANEY  JR  Hl^GH 


ROLLIN^REST  JR  HIGH 


Samuel  ogle  jr  high 


SPAMLDING  JR  HIGH 


STEPHEN  DECATUR 


SUITLANB  JR  HIGH 


7-9  1,013  18.6  91.0  .  .51.6  3.0         9.8  20.6  38.6 

7-9  731  19.0  91.1  36.5  2.0        12.2  22.7  33.8 

7-9  1,277  18.0  95.9^  66.0  3.0  ^  9.3   '  23.0  32.4 

7-9  766  16.9  93.5  44.5  2.0         6.3  13.3  36.5 

7-9  730  17.8  95.7  39.0  2.0       10.1  17.5  26.8 


7-9  787  18.9       87.8  39.6        2.0       "8.7  18.0  30.3 

\ 


SURRATTSVILLE  JR  HIGH          7-9          904          18.1  93.7  48.0  ^.0  10.6  11.0  34.0 

THOMAS  JOHNSON  JR                 7-9          996          16.2  94.6  51.6  3.0   ,  6.7  17.7  27.5 

1 

THOMAS  PULLEN  JR  HIGH          7-9      1,068          18.7  92.5  35.0  2.0  5.8  16.0  21.1 


3.2  12.4  12,7^0 

3.9  12.5  14,672 

6.8  12.3  12,321 

4.1  12.5  14,305 

3.8  12.3  10»^73 

3.2  12.7  14,654 

7.4  12.2  11,870 
3.9         12.3  14,184 

7.3  12.2  11,231 

2.3         12.3  13,920 

2.9         12.4  13,753 

8.5  X2.4  13,699 


WALKER  MILL  JUNIOR 
HILLIAM  HIRT  JR  HIGH 


7-9  635  17.9       90.6  44.7        2.0        8.0  26.0       30.0  7.2         12.2  11,574 

i 

7-9  867  18.8       86.3  44.0        2.0       10.9  24.0  23.9 


7.0         12.2  10,735 


ERIC 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCfcS  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY   (KENT  JR  HIGH  -  WM  WIRT  JR  HIGH) 

I* 

\ 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SpHOOL  AVERAGE*  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE -STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  skill  areas 

PUlNCk  6L0KOLS  COUNTY  ♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦t« ♦♦♦♦♦«♦•♦♦♦♦♦♦♦*♦♦♦•*•••♦••••♦•♦♦•♦••*••♦♦••♦• 

SCHOOL  SYSrLM  V(ytADULARY  READING  COMPREHCNSlON  ,  LANGUAGE  TOTAL  MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

SCHOOL  NAMt  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-    .OlFFfR-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-.  AVERAGE     MARY-  OTFFER- 

LAND        ErCE  LAND        ENCE  LANO        ENCE  LAND  ENCE 

SAS  GE       ^NORM  GE        NORM  GE        WORM  Gt  NORM 

X-        ■    \       .       .      .  .  ■ 

KfcNT        HIGH  7     102,1        6,36  6, 96        -,60        6,63  6.97        -.34        6.67  7.07        -.40        6.93  7.22  -.29 

9      99,2    '    7,02  8,18        -,36        7,94  0,12        -.18    •    7,78  8,10        -,40    4^,90  8,29  -,39 

LAUREL  JR  HIGH  7     109,2        7.28  7,73        -,4B        7,4^  7.69        -.20        7.12  7.74        -.62        7.64  7.95  -.31 

9     10b. 0        6.39  8,85        -,46        6.60  6,79        -.11       ^8.11  8.76        -.65        9.01  8,91 

LORD  dALTlMORE  JR  HI  7     106,7        7,21  7,46        -,25        7,30  7.4^        --14        7.10  7.51         -.41        7.55  7,6g  -,14 

9     108,6        9,16  9,27        -.11         9;22     c    9,21         +.01        9,13  9.12        +.01        9.41  9,30  4,11 

MARTIN  L.  KINe#  JR.     7     108,9        7.38  7,70        -,32         7,32  7,bfe        -.34        7,43  7.72        -.29        7.64  7.91  -,^7 

9     112.1        9.24  9,67        -,43        9.29  9,62        -.33        9.33  9.47        -.14        9.55  9,68  -.1^ 

MARY  M  BLTHUNE  JR        7     102.2        6,75  6,97        -,2?        6.70  6,96        --26        6,63  7.06        -.45        6.66  7,23  -,37 

9     100,5        6.16  8,33        -,17        8,04  6.27        -.23        7.95  8.31         -^36        8.14  8.43  -,29 


Ml  RAINIER  JR  HIGH      7      99,3  6.12 


6,66^  -,54  6,15  6,69  -.54  5.95  ,6.80  -.85  6.53  6,93  -.40 

9  95!o  7,19  7.69  -,50  7,16  7.63  -  -.45  7.14  7.77  -.63  7.24  ,       7*83  -.59 

NICHOLAS  OREM  JR  HI     7  105,8  b,75  7,36  -,61  6,96  7.35  -.39  7,12  7,42  -,30  7,27  7,60  -.33 

9  1U8,9  8,88  9,30  -.4?  8,80  9,24  -.44  8.93  9.15  -.22  8.92  9.33  -.41 

0  , 

OXON  KILL  JR.                7  109.1  7.42  7,72  -,30  7,39  7.68  -*2^^  jj'**!  o'nl  o'un  "'Ik 

9  109,5  9,03  9,37  -.34  .9,30  9,31  "  -ijll    ,    ^.90  \9.2i  -.31  9.05  9,40  -,35 

ROBERT  6000ARD  sJR  HI  7  101.8  6,44  6,93  -,49  6,40  6.94  -.54  6.42  7.04  -,62  6.55  7.19  -.64  * 

9  103,7  8,12  8,70  -,56  8,26  8.64  -.36  8.04  8.63  -.59  8.29  8.77  -.48 

ROGER  6  TANEY  JR  Hi     7  107,9  7,17  7,59  -,42  7,11  7.56  -.45  7.19     ,     7.62  -,43  7,65  7,81  -,16 

9  110,0  9,01  9,U3  -,M2  8,96        '  9,37  -.39  0.81  9.26  -,45  9,06  9,4$  -.39 

R0LL1N6CREST  JR  HIGH  7  102,5  6,57  7,01  -,4q  6,50  7,01  -.bl  6.60    '       7.10  -,50  6,91  7,26  -,35 

''^                                 9  99.1  6,06.  8,17  -,ll  7,95  6.10  -.15  8.00'        8.17  -.17  8.08  8,28  --,20 

SAMUEL  OGLE  JR  HIGH    7  112,3  '7,61  8,07  -,M6  7,59  6.00  -.41  7.71  ^      8.04  -,33  7,90  8,26  -.34^ 

9  110,6  9,12  9,52  -,M0  9,16  9,46  -.28  9.25  9.34  -.09  9.14  9,54  -,40* 

«  o 

SPAULUING  JR^HIGH        7  98,5  6,42  6,57  -,15  6,48  6,61  -.13  6.45  6.7a/  -.27  ,6.71  6,85  -.14 

9  101,5  8,01  8,45  '  -,M4  8,00  8.38  -.38  8.16  6..41  -.25  7.98       "  8.53  -.55 

STEPHlN  DECATUR            7  105,2  6,96  7.30  -,3?  7,02  7,29  -.27  7.?2  7.36  -.14  7.00  7.54  -.54 

9  105.4  8.50  8,90  -,M0  8,58  8.64  -.26  .  B|«47  6.80  o  -.33  8.67  8.95  -.28 

SUITLaND  JR  HIGH          7  98,6  6.05  6,58  -,53  6,10  6.62  -.52  6.15  6.73  -.58  6.30  6,86  -.56 

9  96,1  7,44  7,82  -,30  7,53  7.76  -.23  7.60  7.88  -.28  7.90  7.95  -.05 

SURRATTSVILLE  JR  HI     7  102.7  7.06  7,03  +,03  6,95  7.03  -^08  6.97  7.12  -.15  7.2i  7.28  -.07 

9  106,8  8,40  9,06  -,66  0,51  9,00  -.49  6.47  8.94  -.47  8.99  9,11  -,12 


THOMAS  JOHNSON  JR  7 
p  9 

107.0 
103,2 

6,61 

.6,30 

'7.50 
^  8.64 

-,89 
-^34 

.6,00 
8,47 

7.47 

e.bo 

-.67 
-.11, 

6.04 
0.21 

7.53 
0.50 

-.69 
-.37 

7.32 
0.77 

7,72 
6.72 

-,40 
>,05 

T»K)MAS  PULLEN  JR  Hi  7 
9 

107,8 
105.4 

7,12 
8.28 

7,56 
8,90, 

-,M6 
-.62 

7,14 
8,45 

7.55 
8.04. 

J 

-.41 
-.39 

7.21 
0.39 

7.61 
0.00 

-.40 
-.41 

7.43 
0.35 

7.80 
8.95 

w 

-,37 
-,60 

WALKER  KILL  JUNIOR  7 
9 

10^,2 
100,0 

6.66 
6.13 

6,97 
8.27 

-,20 
-.14 

6,70 
7,90 

6.90 
6.21 

-.26 
-#23 

6.70 
8.32 

7.08 
0.26 

-.38 
♦  .06 

6.97 
0.11 

7.23 

6.37 

-,26 
-,26 

WILLlAH  UIKT  JR  HIGH  7 
1  9 

101.11 
98,9 

6.16 

7^55 

6.09 
8,14 

-^73 
-.59 

6,37 
7,62 

6.90 
0.00 

-.53 
-.26 

6. 31 
7.8d 

7<00  ' 
t  0.16 

-.69 
-.36 

6.B6 
6.02 

7.15 
8.25 

-,59 
-,23 

«  see  CHmeU  S.  MOES  74-75.  for  PePlNITION  of  terms,  explanation  of  asterisk  (.)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
0     I*L  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  )>B}-E. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4, 2,18  Queen  Anne's  County 


4. 


I;itroduct3  on  J 

Queen  Anne's  County  is  committed  both  ethically  and 
academically  to  providing  the  opportunity  for  all  of  its  citizens 
to  become  capable,  independent  learners.     The  assurance  that  the 
county  is  mainta^ining  its  educational  system  within  the  parameters 
delineated  by  this  commitment  is  gained  through  the  continuous 
*  evaluation  of  our  educational  programs. 

Two  of'  the  instruments  used  by  Queen  Anne ' s  .County  — 
the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills   (ITBS)   and  the  Cognitive  Abilities 
Test  (CAT)   —  are  prescribed  by  the  Maryland  Accountability  Pro-^ 
gram.     This  narrative  will  address  itself  primarily  to  the  re- 
sults of  this  testing  program.     It  is  reiterated  here  that  these 
tests  represent  only  one  of  a  multitude  of  assessment  criteria 
employed  to  measure  how  successful  our  county  has  been  in  attain- 
ing its  g^a;Ls  and  those  set  forth  by  the  st^te. 
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•A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

Based  upon  the  statewide  goals  in  reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics  adopted  by  the  Maryland  State  Board  of  Education,  Queen 
Anne's  Gounty  developed  and  adopted  its  systemwide  goals  in  these 
areas  during  Year  I  of  the  accounta][3ility  program.    These  goals  were 
included  within  the  Year  I  narrative  report.     The  remainder  of 
Year  I  was  spent  in  the  establishment  of  local  schoo.l  objectives. 
Each  principal  worked  closely  with  his  or  rher  s'taff  in  establishing 
levels  of  measuraible  objectives  appropriate  for  the  developmental 
levels' of  the  children /served.     The  attainment  of  these  objectives 
would  be  accepted  as  evidence  that  the  student  has  progressed  satis- 
factorily within  the  goals,  set  by  the  state/county.     Pgllowing  this 
intejise  activity,  the  objectives  developed  by  each  local  school  were 
submitted  to  the  central,  office  instructional-  staff  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  Directd^:  ^f  Curriculum  and  Instiyuction.    This  review 
committee  used  two  basic  ""criteria  in  determining  the  acceptabil- 
ity of  the  objectives,  developed:     WeVe  the  objectives  stated  be- 
havior ally  in  appropriate  format?    Were  the  objectives  legitimate 
for  'the  goal  area  stnd  the  population* served?    Objectives  not  meet- 
ing these  isltaxidapds  of  criteria  vete  returned  to  their  authors  with 
appropriate  explanations  regarding  any  necessary  revisions.     Afc  the 
beginning  of^'Year  II,  all  schools  in  Queen  Anne's  County  had  all  of 
their  objectives  reviewed  and  approved.     Catalogues  of  exemplary  ^ 
objectives  foi;  each  developmental  level  under  each  county  goal  are 
being  deiV^loped.     One  for  reading  in  Grades  K-4  has  been  completed 
and  distributed  to  all  elementary  schools  within  the  county.  Once 
completed,  411  catalogues  will  be  made  available  to  all  schools 
for  further  study  and  work. 

B.  Lo^al  Assessment  Activities 

Currently,  the  state  testing  programs  require  that  the 
following  be  administered:     '        •  • 

•  General 

•  Grades  3,5,  7,  9  —  Iowa  Tests  of  ^asic  Skills  ^ 

•  ^Grades  7,  11  —  Maryland  Basic  Skills  Reading  , 

•  Early  Identification 

•  K,  1  —  Parent  Interview  Checklist 

•  Systematic  Teacher  Observation  Instrument 

•  Cognitive  Skill  Assessment  Battery 

•  Classroom  Behavior  Inventoiry 
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Title  I    '  Pre-^Test  Post-Test 

•  K,  Metropolitan  Readiness  A  F 

•  1,  Metrojiolitan  Readiness  F  P~I  > 
\  ^  2>  Metropolitan  Readiness          P-I  P-U 

•  3,  Metropolitan  Readiness  P-II  Elem-F 

filem-F  Elem-G 

•    Special  Education 

•  Intellect  Umited  WISC 

•  Specific  learning  disabilities  —  Slingerland, 
language  disability;  Weproan,  pre-reading,  auditory 
discrimination;  Detroit  Test  of  Learning  Aptitude 

County  educators  are  in  the 'process  of  attempting  to 
determine  how  these  various  test  result-s  may  be  best  utilized  in 
assessing  the  attainment  of  system  goals.     In  addition  to  these  non- 
related  state-required  testing  programs,  our  school  level  objec- 
tives are  specific  enough  to  allow  the  school  level  administrator/ 
teacher  to  assess  the  student's  ability  to  perform  the  required 
behavior  and  determine  the  need  for  program  modification.  Fur- 
ther assessment  of  these  school  level  results  will  be  utilized  by 
curriculum  committees  operating  at  the  county  level  to  further 
analyze  county  progrcuns  and  recommend  any  modifications  necessary 
to  ensure  that  eaoh  student  be  provided  with  the  skills  necessary 
to  enable  him  to^" obtain  success  within  the  definition  of  each  ob- 
jective. 


C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  ^Results 

Last  spring,  in  compliance  with  the  accountability 
program  and  in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  ±he 
accoUntabil4.ty  handbook  developed  by  the  stat;e,  the  ITBS  and  the 
CAT  were ^administered  to  students  throughout  Queen  Anne's  County 
in  Grades  3,  5,  7,  and  9.     The  student  population  was  different 
from  that  tested  in  Spring  1974 ;  therefore ,  no  legitimate  com- 
parison  of  the  academic  progress  of  the  baseline  population  can 
be  made  at  this  time.     At' the  conclusion  of  the  Spring  1976  test- 
ing, a  comprehensive  analysis  can  be  made  of  curriculum  strengtns 
a^d  weaknesses  in  relation  to  ^:he  student  progress  with  specified 
goal  parameters. 

County  educators,  however,  are  investigating  the  dif- 
ference between  the  predicted  levels  of  achievement  by  both  popu- 
lations and  their  actual  achievement.     This  analysis  will  be.  used 
to  make  some  generalizations  concerning  program  adjustment.  For 
the  most  part,  schodls.  are  again  scoring  within  one ^standard  de- 
viation of  the  state  average  scores  for  each  subtest.  Those 
scores  that  are  two  or  more  standard  deviations  from  the  state 
average  are  under  investigation  to  ascertain  cause. 
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D. 


Program  Modification  Activities 


The  results  of;  the  Spring  1974-75  ITBS  corltinyes 
to  support  belief  in  the  stability  of  the  educational l/sysjtein  at 
all  levels  within  Queen  Anne '  s  County.    While  the  resiSb^  of  the 
mathematj.cs  scores  are  not  significant  in  themselves,  /c!t!^^d^^ 
support  the  recent  decision  to  pilot  some  new  approacnes  Jto  mathe- 
matics within  the  county  .    An  attempt  is  being"  made  to  provide  a 
curriculum  that  adequately  blends  both  the  understanding  found 
•in  the  "new  math"  with  the  skill  proficiency  found  inVthe^ld 
math."     This  blend  is^  necessary  if  students  are  to  achieve  oom- 
petence  wi/thin  the  goals  set  forth  by  the  county  and*  the  state 
for  mathematics.;  / 

^  ^'^  Furtllier  analysis  of  these  test  results  have  indicated 
that  minorV adjustments  in  course  sequencing  will  afford  students 
a  better  opportunity  to  share  progress  in  achieving  county  goals 
as  measured  ^ythe  ITBS.     Upon  the  receipt  of  the  Spring  1976 
tesit  results,  the  county  will  undertake  a  comprehensive  .analysis, 
of  all  progrcuns in  relation  to  student  progress. 


1 


E. 


Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services^  ~  !  ~ 


Queen  Anne's  is  a  typical  small  county  with  limited 
financial  and  human  resources.     It  is,  therrefore,  limited  in  the 
amount  of  time  that  can  be  devoted  to  the  development  of  assess- 
ment instruinents  and  still  meet  the  ongoing  requirements  of 
running  an  educational  systetpi.     >  '  ' 


F. 


General  Comiftents 


Goals  to  be  accomplished  provide  the  foundation  for 
any  worthwhile  instructional  program.     Beneficial  changes  in  the 
» instructional  E^rogram  may  result  from  the  assessment  of  progress 
toward  \hose  goals.     However,  it  is  paramount  that  assdspment 
supersede  the  program.     It  is,  therefore,  imperative  tnbt  the 
state  assume  leadership  in  coordinating  and  limiting  stater 
required  assessment  instrume^nts  and  their  administration. 


.ft 
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QUEEM/'ANNE'S  COUNTY 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES.  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTEKISTICS 


<1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  * 
'  SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

n,325 

$9tA91 

17.1 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS! 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
^     (MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.5, 

10.6 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS, OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(6) 

(7) 

ro) 

(9) 

(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENR0LLME14T 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

•  AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF*  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINIsfRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

\ 

f»6A3 

no.  A 

117»357 

0.6 

17.2 

(111 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER»S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

RATt 

OR  AlOVE 

16.0|t 

16.8 

93. 8X 
'  1  — 

C.     piNANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


€14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PU<>IL 
EXPENDITURES 

1     ^  1 
115) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

.  PERCENT  _ 
EXPENDITURES  FOIT 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
,  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

$904.19 

S609. 68 

70.1X 

Sl$.50 

(It) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
fOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(la) 

PER  PUPit 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL  WB 
SERVICES  ~ 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

1.6X 

$5.02 

,  0.5X 

*  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  60-65.  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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QUEEN  ANNE'S  COUNTY 
TABL^  2. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  --  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  .STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  A.ND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


'  (1) 

(2) 

(A) 

.     .  <0) 

(6) 

^  (7) 

iim . 

AVERAGE 

AVERAGE 

STANDARD 

GRADE 

NUHBEK  OF 

PERCCNT  OF 

NUHIEK  OF 

AGE 

STANDARD 

EQUI^VALENT 

..STANDARD 

SKILL 

STUPeNTS 

STUDENTS 

SCHOOLS 

SCORES 

DEVIATION 

SlJORES 

DEVIATION 

ARFAS 

rq  A  HP 

^^t^l|  1  r  n 

1  r  'Tin 

(  '  V  J 

 UT'  \  

(1) 


VOCABULARY 


318 


392 


398 


9b. 


89.03 


94. 7^ 


C21 


READING 
COMPRE- 
HENS1(X4 


9  i\7Z 
3  318 


9  ^ 


392 


398 


89.03 


94.72 


y/.'j 


101.1 


100.8 


1)73 


(3) 

SPELLING 


CAPITAL- 
IZATION 


^  3 


318 


67>65_ 

96. 


392 


398 


A73 


311 


392 


398 


A73 


89.03 


9A.72 


67.65 


96. 5A 


89.03 


9A,72 


67.65 


97.9 


ST" 


14.76 


14.08 


101.1 


100.8 


96.6 


14.83 


15.45 


3.24 


4.96' 


4^ 


W.76 


W.08 


97.9 


100.8 


97.9 


100.8 


96.6 


W,83 
L      IS. 45 


1A.76 


14.08 


14.83 


15.45 


14.76 


14.08 


14.83 


3.30 


5^ 


6.83 


7.92 
SO 

4.10 


5.44 


7.09 


1.^9 


3.97 


5.49 


6.98 


8.07 


l.OS 


\A7 


L76 


L98 
1.15 


1.^19 


1.6H 


2.05 

■s 

1.32 


1.87 


1.90 


2.23 


1.31 


1.56 


1.92 


2.23 


(5) 


PUNCTUATION 


318 


97.9 


15.45 


392 


89.03 


101.1 


14.76 


398 


94.72 


X4 . 08 


473 


67.65 


96.6 


14.83 


4.06 


5.60 


6.92 


7.95 


1.43 
1.63 


1.93 


2.15 


«  Se£  CHAPTER  3i  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TA)LE. 
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QUEEN  ANNE'S  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERA'GE  STANDARD'  AGE 
StORES  AND  ACADEMIC- ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  6RADE+  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 


(6) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


17) 

LAWGUAGE 
TOTAL 


GKADE 

„3 


NUf^BER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 


33.fi 


392 


391 

A73 


318 


392 


HATMEHATICAL 
CONCEPTS 


(9) 


HATHEMATIC*! 
PROfiLEHS 


(XO)  ^ 

HATHEhWTICAL 
^  TOTAL 


m 

310 


(3) 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TLSTCD 


•9.03 


9A,  72 
67.65 


89.03_ 
2^J2 


f7   ^1  !        qfi  fi  10.8^      I      8.07  1 . 88 


NUMiJER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 


97.9 


lOX.l 


96.6 


97.9 


101.1 


100.8 


STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
<SD) 


15. 


3.4 . 08 
3.4.  fi3 


15.(15 


1^1.76 


1^1.08 


<7)  . 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 


3.46 


5.29 


6.73 


7.99 


3.90 


5.^5 


6.93 


(8) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD^ 


1.33 


1.67 


1.79 


2.24 


1.17 


1.^8 


1.62 


392 
391 
473 


311 

392 


391 


473 


318_ 

392 

398 


'173 


69.03 


94.72 
67.65 


V6.i>4 


89.03 
94.73 


67.65 


96.5^1 


89.03 
91.72 


R7.fiS 


101.  X 


14.76 


100.8 


96.6 


0 

14.08 


X4.83 


97.9 
101.1 


15.45 
14.76 


100.fi 
9f».6 


97.9 

101.; 

100.8 


nl4.08 


14.83 


15.15 


11J6 
11.08 


•  '  11.83 
II I  !■  II  trmUl 


5.27 


1.29 


3.33 


5.20 
6.53 
6.17 


3.39 


^23 
6.72 


1.23 


1.55 


1.66 


.96 


1.61 


1.93 


^  .88 


1.19 


1.16 


8.2? 


1.76 


♦  see  cMArTE*  i,  pages  bt-bv,  fo*  definition  of  terms  and  sources  of  data  provided  in  this  table. 
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QUEEN  ANNE'S  COUNTY 


TABLE  2-A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL—  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVEFfAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


r- 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  i97« 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197«  -  1975 

3  , 

98.0 

97.9  ^ 

NONVERBAL 

5 

99.1 

101.1 

ABILITY 

\ 

7 

99..  3' 

100.8 

97.1  

96.6 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.31 

3.21  " 

5 

t|.88 

1.96 

7 

6.51 

6.V3 

9 

8.18\ 

7.95  > 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3 

1  3.33 

3.50 

5 

*  5.08 

7 

r^im'  ■ 

6.83 

9 

7.92 

■  LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

/  3.80 

3.90 

3 

5.35 

5.15 

7 

6.97 

6.93 

9 

8.26 

8.07 

HATHEHATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.42 

3.59 

5 

5.21 

5.23  r 

7 

"6.81 

6.72 

\  9 

8.15 

8.23 

«     SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  70-71,   FOR  DEf  IN  I T I  ON' OF   TERMS  AND  SPEHAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE, 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTCD  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  I]  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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QUEEN  ANNE'S  COUNTY   (CENTREVILLE  PRIMARY  -  QUEEN  /^NNE'S  COUNTY  HIGH) 
TADLE  3.-   SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


QUEEN  ANNE'S  % 


SCHOOL  NAME 


GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(I) 


TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 


PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DA  ILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 


TOTAL  NO. 


TEACHER 
(5) 


ADMIN 
(6) 


AVjERAGE  YE^, 
EXPERIENCi^ 


TEACHtR 
(7) 


ADMINt 
(0) 


ILpeWent 

5TAfF 

/-DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 


SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN  * 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(S) 
(12) 

CENTREVlLLr  PRIMARY 
CHURCH  IMLL 

GRASONVILLE  PRIMARY 
KENNARD  INTERMEDIATE 
KENT  ISLAND  ELEM 
SUDLERSVILLE  ELEH 
STEVEriSVlLLE  MIDDLE 

SUDLERSVILLE  MIDDLE^ 

CENTEftVlLLE  MIDDLE 


K-3 


372 


20.1      93.2  17.5        1.0         1^.2        15.0  8.1 


16.8  11.1 


K-5  16^  16.^  96.2 


229 
505 
^18 
3^8 


5-8 


17.6  95.7 

18.0  95.6 

22.6  95.2 

18.8  95.9 

IB. 2  9^.9 


9.0  1.0  5.6  1^.5  2X).0 

12.0  1.0  12.0  13.6  7.7 

26.0  2.0  7.7  20.0  10«7 

17.5  1.0  3.7  23.0  5..A 

17.5  1.0  9.6  18.0 

\4.0  1.0  6.3  10.5  25.0 


32.6 


17.0 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PACES  72-73.    FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


8X02 


13.4  10.3  7900 


10.0  6789 

10.7  7176 
10.6  10f458 
10.3  7209 

10.8  10f458 


5-8  359  18.9       95.5  18.0        1.0  7.3        22.0       10.5  17.5  10.3  7209 

7«-0  4^39  18.3       94.  7  22.9         1.0  9.1         16.6       16,7  20.1  10.6  7778 


QUEEN  ANNES  COUNTY  HIGH       9-12     1»445  18.9       90.7  73.5         3.0       .10.9         18.8       35.3  17.1  10.5*  8209 
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QUEEN  ANNEVS  COUNTY   (CENTREVILLE  PRIMARY  -  QUEEN  ANNE'S  COUNTY^ HIGH) 

TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND ' NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SK4LL  AREAS 


QUEEN  ANNtb  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  STbltM 


VOCAnULARY 


READING  COMrnEMLMSlON 


LAN6UACE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAML  GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-       piFFfR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       ^j^/^^^'  AVCPAGL     MaRY-      ^j^^^^"*  AVERAGE     MARY-  OlrFfR 


SAS 


GE 


LAND.  E^'CL 
NORM 


GE 


laho 

NOClM 


EliPE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


EMCE 


CtNTREVILLL  Primary     3      98.1        3.25  3,<»1,        -,16        3.31  3.M7 


C^iURCH  HILL  ELEM 


3  102.3 
b  95,3 


OHASOHVlLLt  PRIMARY     3  97,2 

KLNNARO  INURMLOIATE  b  101,6 

KENT  1SLAN6  ELEM  3  96,6 

SUOLEHSVILLE  ELEM         3  97,9 

S1EVENSV1LLE  MlOOLE    b  99, H 

7  101,1 

SUOLEHSVILLE  MIDDLE     ^  li)4,0^ 

7  100,0 


3.S<4 
«l,72 


2,71 
<4,90. 
3,<tb 
3,15 


M,97 
7,22 


M,97 
6,74 


3,6« 
M,70 


3,3b 

5.26 

3,32 

3,40 

5,l6 
6,05 

b,«i7 
6,73 


♦  ,16 
4,02 


3,91 
5,01 


-,6M  •  2,&1 
-,2a  5,20 


4,13 


-,13 
«,37 


3,M3 
3,2M 


a, 95 
7,21 


-,S0^  5,01 
4,01  6,90 


3.75 
4,77 


3. Ml 
5.30 
3,37 
3.'»6 


b.15 
6.07 


b.bO 
0.76 


.16 


♦  .16 

♦  .2(4 


3.  AG 


M.S2 
5,55 


-,60  •  3.73 


-.10 

4.06 

-.22 

'^.20 
♦  .3e* 


-.M,9 

♦  .m 


5.69' 
3.94 

3.n3 


5.n5 
6.91 


5.M5 
7,26 


3.06 

11,13 

£i.01 

v'^^iio 

'5.5M 
3.76 
3.ftH 


5.39 
6.97 


5.7M 
6.07 


4,00  3.27 


♦  .39 

♦  .5* 


*.07 
4.15 
♦  .IB 
-,01 


-.3* 
-.06 


-.29 
♦  ,39 


3. AO 
5.33 


3.75 
5.01 


3,27  ^,  3,»9 
5.20     4.  5..  51 


3.50 


3.35 


3,*»9 


-•23 


♦  •13 
4.32 


-.10 
-.31 
4.09 


5.19 
7,11 


5.32 
6.97 


5,37  \ 
7,12 

5,70  ^ 
7.00 


.10 
.01 


•.3IV»  / 
-.03  ^ 


CtNTRtVILLL  MiODLt      7jidl,0;    ^    6,56  6,8«»        -,?0        6,67  6,06        -.19        6.a2  6.96        -.IM        6.90  7.11  «.6l 

QUEEN  ANhhb  CO  HIGH    9      96.6        7.95  7.85        4.0?         7.92       .   7.61         4.11         0.C7  7.93        ♦.IM        0.23  O.Dl  4.22 


♦  see  CHAPTER  3.   PACES  74»-75.   FDR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCOHPANYINO         FFERENCB"  SCORES,  ANP 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR   INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE.' 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INF0RMAT3^0N 


4.2.19        St.  Mary's  County 


A. 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 


The  primary  emphasis  of  the  accountability  effort  in 
St.  Mary's  County  over  the  past  two  years  has  been  in  the  area 
of  develotJing  program  goals  anA  objective^.     This  effort  began 
in  the  spring  of  1974  with  the  establishment  of  a  local  Accounta- 
bility Task  Force  chaired  by  the  Director  of  Instruction  and  con- 
sisting of  instructional  supervisors  and  the  Coordinator  of 
Accountability.     In  order  to  comply  with  the  State  Board  oj 
Education's  plan  to  implement  the  accountability  law,*  the  task 
force  established  a  timetable  of^  activi-ties  that  began,  in 
September  1974  and  concluded  with  the  submission  of  final  drafts 
of  school  objectives  to  the  task  forcejt^  April  1975.  All 
schools  in  the  county  complied  with  the  schedule  outlined  m 
the  timetable.     Each  school  principal  decided  how  to 'best  approach, 
the  objective  writing  task.     However,  in  the-  larger  schools, 
committees  were  generally  selected  and  reported  periodically  to  * 
the  total  staff.     In  the  smaller  schools  individual  teachers 
usually  wrote  objectives  in  each  of  the  three  skill  areas  for 
the  grade  level  that  they  taught.     All  teachers  in  the  system  ^ 
were  involved,  to  some  degree,  in  the  objective  writing  process. 
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"  "  In  order  to  a^Ssist  scho6l  staffs.,  the  .Accountability 

Task  Force". published  a  catalog  ^of  example  sqhool  objectives  in 
-»0ctober  /1974  arid  established  guidelines,  for  the  objectives  to  be 
submitted  by  school  cominittees.     Members  of  the  'task  force  me t« 
With  ^^schooa  faculties  and  committees  during  the  rFa  11  and  Winter 
to  discuss  t^jB  catalog  and  guidelines  and  to  review  and  react  to 
drafts  of  school  objectives.     As  ai  result  of  this  prScess,  the 
objectives  for  reading./  writing,  and  mathematics  in  all.  schools 
cqnfpSrm  to  the  guidelines  established  by  the  task  force  and  re- 
flect realistic  objectiyee  for  each  school  in  St.  Mary^'s  Coianty. 
*  "  "     .  ,  '  ,  < 

A  good  example  of  the  process  lised  by  lar%er  elementary 

.  scdiools  in  selecting  and  writing  objectives  is  that  employed  at 
the  Piney  Point  Elementar:jr  School.     At  this  school,^  teachers  who 
worked  on  the  catalog ^ of  jexainple  objectivfes  were  aslced  by  the 
principal  to  serve  &s  chairpersons  of.  the  three  school  committees 
The  Eemaining^ members  of  the  school  faculty  were  then. asked  to  • 

"serve  on  one  of  the  three  committees  during  the  school-  year.  '  In 
late.  September,  the  committees  met  and  reviewed  'fche  catalog  of 

^example  pbj^ectives  in  the  light        available  assessment  informa- 
tion about  the  student  population  of  Piney  Point.    As  a  result 
of  this  review,  a  decision  was  made  concerning  the  appropriate-  - 

'^ness  of  the  catalog  objectives.     In  some  instances,  for  example, 
the* proposed  objectives' were  rewritten  to  referenge  grade  level 

9ther  than  that  proposed  ,in  the  catalog. 

1  ft 

Following  this  ^ctivi^y,  a  format  was  agreed  upon  fot 
listing  the  school  level  objectives.     The  three  committees « then 
selected  or  Wrote  objectives,  addressing  each  of  the'  coxinty  goals 
for  reading,  writing,  arid  mathematics. 

^  After  the  objectives  had  be^n  drafted,  committee 
chairpersons  met  with  the  principal  to  determine  whether  or 
not  county  goals  had  been  adequately  addressed.     Since'  this 
analysis  suggested  that, some  of  the  county  goals  drid  not  have 
a  sufficient  number  of  corresponding  school  objectives,-  the 
coiranittees  met  and  revised  the  objectives  as  necessary.  This 
revised  version  was'  then  submitted  to  the  entire  faculty  for 
further,  review.     In  February,  the  school's  objectives  were  sub- 
mittedHEXi  the  system  Accountability  Task  Force  for  review.  ^  The 
objectives  were  returned  to  the  school  with  comments^ and  sugges- 
tions and  the  final  drafV,  incorporating  the  suggestions  of  the 
task  force,  waJs^ submitted  in  April  1975. 

B .  Local  Assessment  Activities 

^  In  addition  to  the  tests  administered  as  pdrt  of  the 

accountability  effort,  St.  Mary's  County  uses  a  variety  of 
Standardized  and  locally  developed  ^3sessment  instruments  to 

"     ■     '■     42G     ,  •  ' 
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evaluate  student  readiness  and  progress  in  four  countywide  pro- 
grams.    These  programs  and  the  assessment  instruments  used  in- 
clude: 


•  A  school  readiness  and  reading  readiness  testing 
program  for  entering  fijst  grade  students.  The 

.  instruments  used  in  this  progiram  'are  the  Lee-Clark 

Reading  Readiness  Test  and  the  Metropolitan  Readi-  » 
ness  Test. 

•  An  Early  Identification  Program  to  identify  and 
provide  immediate  program  modification  for  students 
in  kindergarten  and  first  grade  who  have  a  learning 
disability.     Two  screening  instruments  are  used  for 
all  students  entering  kindergarten  or  first  grade 
as^  a  part  of  this  program  —  the  Parent  Interview 
Checklist  andv the  Maryland  Systematic  Observation 
Instrument. 

•  A  Title  I  program  for  educationally  deprived 
students  attending  10  public  and  three  privare 
elementary  schools.     Students  involved  in  this 

'  program  are  administered  appropriate  levels  of 
the  reading  subtests  of  the  Stanford  Achievement 
Test  Battery  as  pre-  and  post-measures  of  reading 
achievement. 

•  The  St.  Mary 's" County  Reading  Skills  Test,  a 
locally  developed  test  administered  twice  yearly 

4        to  sielected  students  in  Grades  K-5.     This  instru- 
ment serves  as  both  a  diagnostic  test  and  a  mastery 
test,  measuring  a  student's  attainment  of  skills 

'       in  five  areas  —  vocabulary,  comprehension,  oral 
expression,  word  attack  skills,  and  perceptive 
skills.  * 

•  A^countywide  program  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness 
of  the  middle' school '^years  and  to  provide  current 

•  test  informatioi)  for  placement  of  students  in  high 
school  programs.     As  part  of  this  program,  a  number 
of  subtests  of  Form  6  of  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic 
Skills  (ITBS)  are  administered  to  eighth  grade  stu- 
dents in  the  spring  of  each  year. 

C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  average  scores  reported  on  the  following  pages, 
while  computed  on  a  different  student  population,  are  quite 
similar  to  those,  reported  in  the  1974  report.     In  most  instances. 
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the  achievement  scores  vary  a  month  or  less  and  the  SAS  scores 
vary  about  one  point.     These  similarities  seem  to  reflect  a 
similar  student  population  in  those  grades  tested. 

While  there  has  been  considerable  emphasis  in  St.  Mary's 
County  on  th6  various  skills  measured  by  the  ITBS,  and  on  pro- 
gram development  and  modification  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathe- 
matics, these  emphases  do  not  appear  to  have  had  a  significant 
impact  on  the  test  scores  reported  the  second  year.     A  similar 
picture  is  found  in  statewide  scores suggesting,  that  the  ITBS 
may  not  be  s^ja^itive  to  the  kinds  of  changes  that  are  being 
made  in  St.  Mary*s  County  and  other  subdivisions  across  the 
state.  '  •  , 


D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

Program  modification  activities  in  St.  Mary's  County 
have  been  confined  primarily  to  the  subject  areas' of  reading, 
writing,  and  mathematics.    Each  school's  staff,  under  the  prin- 
cipal's direction,  has  completed  an  analysis  of  the  accounta- 
bility assessment  information  from  both  t|ie  1974  and  1975  tests. 
From  this  analysis,  program  changes  an/'d  emphases  have  been  and' 
are  being  implemented  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of  the  stu- 
dents in  each  school.  *  ' 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services 

^  .  • 

The  specific  needs  identified  on  pages  4-419  and  4-420 
of  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report  —  School  Year  1973- 
1974  included: 

"I  .  »  u 

•  Funds  to  provide  for  12-month  employment  of  all 
or  most  teachers.     This  additional  time  would  be 
used  to  write  objectives,  plan  programs,  and 
ca^rry  out  a  continuing  review  and  and  re-evalua- 
tion of  the  program. 

'  « 

•  Funds  to  provide  a  full-time  staff  in  the  areas 
of  research,  evaluation,  and  accountability. 

•  Funds  to  pay  substitutes,  and  to  provide  travel 
expenses  for  teachers  and  administrators  to  visit 
exeaftiplary  schools  identified  by  the  assessment 
componei)t  of  the  accountability  program. 


428 

444 


•     Funds  to  pay  teachers,  students,  and  parents  as 

participants  in  workshops  designed  to  aid  schools  / 
in  carrying  out  the  six  steps  required  in  the 
accountability  legislation. 

These  needs  could  all  be  subsumed  under  a  general  need 
£or  funds  to  accomplish  the  mandate  of  the  accountability  legisla- 
tion.    Until  accountability  gains  higher  priority  in  both  local 
and  ^ate  budgets,  these  and  other  similar  needs  will" not  be 
adequately  addressed. 


4 


29  { 


ERIC 


-  445 


ST.  MARY'S  COUNTY 

TABIC  1.     SYSTEM  LEVPL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCE.*;  PR0FILE4= 


A.    COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(3.) 

TOTAL 
rOrULATION 

<2> 
^  HEI^IAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

(3^) 

'\  PERCENT 
I)I$AI)VANTAGEI>  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

49 » 229 

S9t871 

18.8 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
HALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
CHEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

12.1 

12.1  * 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF  SEPTEMBERi  1974) 


(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
.YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

12y079 

SIC, 229 

S16iB77 

8.9 

17.8 

(11) 

-  PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER*S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

19.9s 

19.3 

94. OZ 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   CFOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES  > 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
.   FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

FERCENT 

EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE, 
ADMINISTRATION 

$922.74 

>644*06 

70. OX 

$24.39 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERdENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

2.6% 

*  $10.13 

I.IX 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES  60-65t   FOR  DEFINITJON  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
FRbVlDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ST.   MARY'S  COUNTY 
TABLE  2. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY  SKILL'  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


(11 

(21 

NUMBER  OF 

SKILL 

STUDENTS 

ARf  AS 

f  ^Rnrt  I  P 

PERCCNT  OF 
STUDCNTS 

T   ••  rf  n 


NUMBER  OF 
SCMflOLS 


(X) 


VOCABULARY 


7 


90/ 


1027 


967 


93.81-  lb 


96.30 


96.^*8 


p?.ni 


16 


AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGt 
SCORES 


(6) 


STANDARD 
UEVIATION 


J7I 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 

in  ) 


9i>.9 


99.1 


100.2 


li;.88 


16.31 


17.73 


3.16 


(0) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

f.D) 


5.02 


6.50 


7.R? 


1.U8 


1,57 


1.87 


2.20 


(2  J 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 

3 

907 

95.59 

16 

95.9 

15.88 

3.29  ^ 

1.16 

5 

1027 

95.81 

16 

99.1 

ID.  MM 

5.12 

1.52 

7 

967 

95.^*5 

100.2 

16.31 

6.76 

1.67  ' 

9 

87.78 

2 

•  99.^ 

y.?3 

7.97 

1.98 

15.88 

SPELLING 

907 

94. 8^ 

16 

93.9 

3.76 

1.32 

5 

1027 

^5.91 

99.1 

16.44 

5.30 

1.77  * 

♦  7 

967 

t6.69 

4 

100.2 

16.31 

6.61 

2.01 

9 

1045 

02.39 

2 

99.3. 

17.23 

7.76 

2,43 

(4) 

CAPITAL-* 
»  I2ATI0N 

3 

907 

95.92 

16 

95.9 

15.80 

3.55 

1.24 

5 

1027 

96.30 

16 

99.1 

16.44 

5.37     ,  . 

1.60 

7 

967 

96.38 

4 

100.2 

16.31 

6.50 

1.94 

 '^i  

9  * 

1045 

82.30 

2 

99.3 

17.23 

7.71 

2.41 

(5) 

PUNCTUATION 

3 

907 

95.92 

16 

95.9 

15.68 

3.67 

1.36 

5 

1027 

96*11 

16 

99.1. 

16.44 

5.35 

1.57 

7 

967 

96.30 

4 

100.2 

16.31 

6.33 

1.95 

9 

1045 

82.49 

2 

99.3 

17.23 

7.56" 

2.36 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  66-67.'  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ST.  MARY'S  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE   GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE+  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL* 
AREAS 

i\) 

GRADE 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 
ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(71 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(6 ) 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

907 

95  •  59 

16 

95.9 

15.08 

3.4B 

1.27 

 < — 

5 

1027 

96*  20 

16 

99.1 

16 .44 

5  •  25 

ll  7 4 

7 

967 

95r76 

100. 2 

16 . 31 

6 .  BO 

1     O  7 

9 

10^5 

B4.X1 

2 

9.9 . 3 

17 .23  ^ 

'7 .  B2 

» 

2.24 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

907 

96.25 

16 

95.9 

15.88 

1  1/1 
1 ,  iH 

5 

1027 

96,69 

16 

99,1 

16,11 

5,33 

1 ,11 

7 

967* 

97.10 

100.2 

1G,31 

6.56 

1 ,70 

85,07 

99.3 

17,23 

7  72 

2  11 

3 

907 

16 

95 . 9 

15.66 

3.31 

«9S 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

5 

1027 

96.30 

16 

99.1 

16.  A4 

5.39 

1.  36 

7 

967 

95.24 

100.2 

16.31 

6.66 

1.55 

9 

lOAS 

B3.06 

2 

99.3 

17.23 

6.31 

1.90 

(91 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

907 

96.03 

16 

15.08 

3.33 

1.04 

5 

1027 

96.  30 

16 

99.1 

16.44 

5.27 

1.35 

7 

967 

96.17 

100.2 

16.31 

6.49 

1.65 

9 

1045 

B3.35 

2 

99.3 

17.23 

6.06 

:i^.9  6 

1101 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

907 

96.17 

16 

95.9 

15,88 

3.31 

,95 

5 

1027 

 96.30 

16 

99,1 

16.11 

5,36 

1,27 

7 

967 

96,28 

100,2 

16.31 

6,73 

1,18 

9 

10t|5 

83.1'! 

2 

99,3 

17.? 3  

8.21 

IrBl 

1  iim 

,  1  h\"ruiWV'-    '  *r'^.^i'dmmSr'^'.-i..'^^S^ 

♦  SEMWAPTER  3i   PAGES  66-69,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ST.  MARY'S  COUNTY  * 

TABLE  2k.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  --'COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  G^ADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


* 

GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

NONVERBAL  • 
ABILITY 

3 

98.7 

95.9  , 

5 

100,3 

99.1  ^ 

7 

100.9 

9 

98.6 

99,3 

VOCABULARY  " 

,3 

3.29 

3.16 

5 

5.11 

5.02 

7 

6.17 

6.50    .  ' 

9' 

7.82 

7.82 

READING 
(MPIPREHENSION 

3 

3.38 

3.29 

5 

5.26  ' 

5.12 

7^ 

6,75 

6.76 

9 

8.01 

7.97  . 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

3.73 

3.63 

5 

5.37 

5.33 

7 

6.61 

6.56 

9 

7,77 

7.72 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.16 

3.31 

5 

5.17 

5.36 

•  7 

6.98 

6.73 

9 

8.15 

8.21 

♦  SEE  Chapter  3.  pages  to-ti,  fopi  definition  of  terms  and  special  instructions 

FOR  INTERPRETirjO  THIS  TA!)Le* 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE   SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I   AND  YEAR   II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  i>OPULAT  IONS. 
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ST.  MARY'S  COUNTY   (BANNEKER  -  GREAT  MltTLS  SR  HIGH) 

TABLE.  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUKI TY- AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFiiE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


PERCENT 

TOTAL 

AVERAGF 

GRADE 

SCHOOL 

PUPIL/ 

DAILY 

ORGANI- 

ENROLL- 

STAFF 

ATTEN- 

ZATION 

MENT 

RATIO 

DANCE 

U) 

(2) 

13) 

TOTAL  NO, 


TEACHER 
(5) 


ADMIN, 
(6) 


AVERAGE  YFARS 
EXPERIENCE 


TEACHER 
17) 


ADMIN, 
16) 


PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER*; 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

,  (9) 


SCHOOL   AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
•  VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA-  » 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY, 
INCOME 

(I) 

(12) 

BANNEKER 


K-5 


^^60        20.3        95.7  21.7       1.0  7.3       39.0      12.5  20.0  12.0 


6492 


DYNARD 


PRE  2-5 


296        3i6*6        96.2  15.7       0.0  6.5        0.0  2.1 


P.O  10.5 


6662 


FRANK  KNOX 


K-5  '^6'^        25.1        95.9  16.3       1.0  9.6       15.0  11. 


5.3         12.3  62A9 


GEORGE  H  Carver 


K-5  269        20.9        9?«6  12.6       1.0  6.1         7.0      25.3  25.7  NA 


NA 


GREAT  HILLS 


GREENVIEH  KNOLLS 


1-5 


K-5 


166        20.3  94.6 


7.3       1.0  17.3 


6.0  46.3 


16.9  12.2 


556        24.7        95.5  21.5      1.0  16.5       13.6      16.5  11.2  12.2 


6569 


6213 


HOLLYWOOD 


LEXINGTON  PARK 


MECHANICXU-t-E 


OAKVILLE 


k-5  219  21^1  96.1  9.4       1.0  11.1  17.0  23.1  15.5  11.6  6206 

K-5  416  21.7  95.9  18.3       1.0  9.1  31.0  13.0  /         4.9  12.3  6249 

PRE  K-5  400  21.7  95.3  16.4       2.0  5.1  6.5  5./  26.6  10.7  6003 

1-5  275  22.5  96.7  11.2  *  1.0  4.9  6.0  16.3  16.2  11.4  6245 


iPARl<^iAL^- 


PINEY  POINT 


\ 


PRE  K-5  422        20.5        94.6  19.5      1.0  5.1       10.0       12.2  16.3         12.1  62  20 

PRE  K~5  486        22.1        97.0  21.0       1.0  7.3       12.0       16.7  16.5         12 fl  9244 


RIDGE 


TOWN  CREEK 


K-5 


K-5 


243        X7.9        95.3  12.6       1.0  9.2       30.0       22.1  19*6         12. 0 


324        22.9  96.7 


13.1      1.0  11.6      10.0      31.7  10.0  12.3 


6194 


6246 


WHITE  HARSH 

ESPERANZA 

ft 

LEONARDTOWN 


K-5 

6-6 
K-e 


3;^        23.3        95.6  12.9       1.0  6.1       46.0       14.3  26.6  '10.6 


9221 


HARGARET  BRENT  JR  HIGH  6-6 

SPRING  RIDG£(  MIDDLE  6-6 
CHOPTICON  SR  HIGH 
GRCAT  HILLS  SR  HIGH 


715        17.0        '94.4  39. 5      2.5  7.7       12.4       23.6  16.0         12.2  1549 

634        20.4        95.6  30.9       2.0  11.0       21.3       14.7  -  15.7*       12.1  6965 

I 


.4  1^.* 


627        18.4        93.6  42.5       2.5  B.l       25.4  1^.5 

,   696        10,9        94.6  44,0       2,5  6,5       17,9  4.2.7 

9-12       lf57T        21.3         66.9  69,0      4.0  7,9       16,5       21,7  2*.l  11,6 


29.2  10.9 
13.9  NA 


7626 

NA 
6194 


9^12       lt940        20.0        92.0  72.8      4.0  6.0      19.9      26.0  11*4        12,2  B399 

  •  431 

^      CHAPTER  3t  PAGES  72-73*  fOR  PCM^^niON  OF  TERMS  AND  SOUftCFS  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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ST.  MARY'S  COUNTY  .tJiANNEKER  -  GREAT 'WILLS  SR  HIGH) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVEi?AGE "  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
,i^VERAGE..STAN5AR^  

VOCAnUtARY  REJ^DINC  CCMPHDJEr45lON  LANGUAGE  TOTAL  MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 

DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVtPAGE    MARY-      PIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  dTFFER- 


Sl  MAKYS  COUNTY 
SCltOOL  SYbltM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


^ADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND 


SAS 


GE  NORM 


EnCE 


CE 


LAND 
NORM 


ence 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


aANNCKER 


OYNARD 


96.5 
97.2 


93.7 


3,10 

M.ao 


2.00 
«».7p 


3.31 

«».a7 

2.73 
M.56 


-.07 


4.07 


3.30 
5.00 


3,>0 
M,90 


3.36 
M.93 


2.76 
11.63 


-.06 
♦  .07 


♦  .3i| 

♦  .27 


3. MO 
5.30 


3«'»0 
5. -JO 


3.75 
5.17 


3.15 
H.dO 


,35 


♦  .25 

♦  .il2 


3.30 
5.20 


3.00 
5.  SO 


3.«*J 
5.  lb 


2.09 
<«.00 


-.11 
4«0<l 


♦  •U 

♦  .22 


FHANK  KNOX 


3  95.9 
5  I0«»,6^ 


3.10 
5. 10 


3,27 
5.53 


-,i7 
-,«»3 


3,20 
M,90 


3,32 
6,55 


-.12  3.1*0 
-•65  •  5.110 


3.71 
5.79 


-\39 


3.30 
5.60 


3.37 
5.76 


-,07 
-,>5 


GEORGc  W  CARVER 
6BEAT  MILLS 


3  .  99,3 
5  102.7 


3  100,2 
5  95.5 


3.50 
5.20 


3.50 
<l.60 


3.119 
5,36 


3,55 
«»,72 


4,01 
-.16 


•  ,05 
-,I2 


3,50 
5,50 


3, MO 
It, 60 


3,b5 
5,39 


3,61 
i»,70 


-,05 
♦  .11 


.21 
.10 


3.00 
5.70 


3.00 
5.10 


3.9** 
5.63 


II, 00 
5,03 


♦  ,07 


-,20 
♦  ,07 


3,110 
5,90 


3, So 
5,30 


3,57 
5,60 


3,62 
5,03 


-.17 

♦  ,30 

-,12 

♦  .27 


•KEENVlEW  KNOLLS 


3  97,2 
S  101,2 


3,30 
5, MO 


3,35 
5,23 


-,05 
♦  ,17 


3,30 
5,50 


3, Ml 
5,27 


-.11 
♦  •23 


3.70 
5.30 


3,00 
5,50 


-,10 
-,20 


3,40 

5,50 


3,"M5 
S.Mft 


-.05 
♦  ,02 


MOLLYkOOD 


3  100.0 
5  103,3 


3,20 
<«,70 


3,5M 
5, Ml 


-,34 
-,71 


3,30 
5,20 


3,60 
5, MM 


,30 
,2M 


3,50 
5,30 


3,90 
5,60 


*,MJ 


3,30 
5^60 


3,61 
5,65 


-,31 
-,05 


^liXINGTON  PARK 
H£.CHAHICSV1LL£ 


3  90,1 
5  102,7 


96,1 
96,2 


3,i>0 

5,ao 


3,10 
M,00 


3, Ml 
5.36 


3,20 
M,70 


4,09 
♦  ,MM 


-,ia 
♦  ,o? 


3,66 
5,00 


3,30 
M,90 


3,M7 
5,39 


3,3M 
M,eM 


♦  ,13 

♦  •Ml 


-,0M 
♦  ,06 


3,90 
5,00 


3,70 
5,10 


3,06 
5,63 


3,72 
5,09 


♦  ,0M 

♦  ,17 


-,02 
♦  ,01 


3,60 
5,90 


3, MO 
M,90 


3.50 
5,60 


3,39 
5,00 


♦  «10 

♦  .30 


♦  .01 
-.10 


OAKVILLC 


09,7 

9MvO 


2,00 
M,70 


2^*07 
M,59 


-,07 
♦  ,11 


3,00 
M,00 


2.91 
M,b6 


♦  ,09 

♦  .IM 


3.P0 
M.90 


3,30 
M,90 


-,10 
♦  ,00 


3,20 
.  5,00 


3,0 


♦  ,10 

♦  .09 


PARKHALL 


I»INEV  P01.MT 


ItlOGC 


3  9M,0 

s  io;>,3 


3,30 
M,50 


3,00 
5.00 


3, MO 
M,30 


3,15 
5,32 


3,00 
M,96 


3,39 
4,72 


4,15  3,10 
-.0?  •  M,70 


-,00 
4,0M 


♦  ,01 
-,M2 


3,  10 
5.20 


3, MO 
4,40 


3,20 
5,36 


3,13 

5,01- 

^3,45 
,4,70 


-,10  3,90 
-,66  t  S,60 


-•Q3 

♦  <rl9 


,05 
,3ft 


3,60 
5,30 


3,90 
4,90 


3,60 
5,60 


3,52 
5,25 


3.04 
5,03 


♦  ,32 

♦  ,00 


♦  .00 

♦  .05 


♦  ,06 
-•13 


3,30 
5,20 


3,20 
5, 10 


3,40 
4,90 


3,26 
5,5-^ 

3,21 
5,2m 


3, MO 
5,03 


♦  ,0M 
-•37 


-,01 
-.14 


-,00 
-.13 


TOMN  CREEK 

WtllTE  MARSH 

eSIPERANZA 
ttONAROTOfIN 


3  1U3,7 
5  102,9 


97,4 
95.9 


^  7  103.9 


97,2 
99,3 


7  102,7 


3. SO 
b.90 


2,90 
5,00 


6*90 


3,19 
4,90 
6.90 


3,77  -,27  3,70 
5.30    ,   ♦,52  5,00 


3,37 
4,76 


3^05 
5,41 


3,42 
7  4,02 


-.15 
♦  .39 


-,32 
♦  •  IB 


7.16  *:»aj6 


3,315 
5.06 
7.03 


.,16 
-,13 


3,50 
5,00 
6,00 


^,41 
5,11 
7,03 


-,I1 

—  23 


3,90 
5,90 


3,70 
5,20 


6,00 


3,60 
r5.?0 
7,10 


4^23 
5,65 


3^0> 
5.06 


-,33 
♦  ,25 


-,11 
4,14 


7,24  ^,44 


3,00 
5,35 
7^12 


=T20 
-,'15 
-,02 


3^60 
5,00 


3,40 
5,30 


7^22 


3,40 
5,40 
7,10 


3,03 
5.62 


3,46 
5,06 


7,*»0 


3,45 
5.33 
7,20 


-.23 
♦  .10 


-.06 
♦.24 

-.Ifi 


-,05 
♦  .07- 
-.10 


HARCAHET  OHENT  JR  HI  7  95.7 

SFRING  RID(»E  MIDDLE    7  100,0 

CIKH>TIC0N  SR  HIGH        9  97.6 

•HEAT  MILLS  SR  HIGH    9  100,0 


5,90 
6.50 
7,30 
0.30 


6.27 
6.73 
7.99 
0,36 


.,37 
-•?3 
-,69 
-,06 


6,30 
6,00 
7^60 
0,30 


6.33 
6^76 
7.93 
0,30 


-.0^ 

♦  •04 
v., 33 

♦  ,00 


6,10 
6,50* 
7,40 
0,00 


6,46 
6.07 
0.03 
0,34 


-,36 
-•37 
-,63 
-,34 


6.20 
6,60 
0,00 
0,40 


6,96 
7,00 
O^U 


-.36 
'-,40 
-,11 


r-i^9^"C^*^"^  ^./AOeS  74.75,  for  DEFINItfON  of  TfRHS,  eXFLANATlON  OF  ASTERISK  (•»  ACCOHMNYINC  HplFPERKNCE"  SCORES.  ANR 
1;-KJ(^IAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  iNTgRPhE  T  INC  TMg  "DI  FFFRC«Ce«»  SCORgS  PKOVIDED  IN  THIS  TAJlLE, 
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X"""  .  . 

I  .  • 

LOCAL  slCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL        ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION' 


/ 


A.   ,  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

The  system  goals  and  objectives  for  reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics  were  developed  during  the  1974-75  school  year  by  a 
committee, appointed  in  each  of  the  three  skill  areas.     The  committees' 
members  consisted  of  teachers,   school  administrators,  and  instruc- 
tional supervisors  who  completed  the  system  goals  and  objectives 
under  the  direction  of  the  Local  Coordinator  for  Accountability. 
These  goals  and  objectives  were  approved  by  the  Local|^uperintendent 
and  the  Matyland  State  Department  of  Education;  and  appear  in  the 
Maryland  Accountability  Program  Report,  1973-74. 

Principals  and  instructional  supervisors  mfet  with  the 
Local  Coordinator  to  discuss  the  development  of  school  goals  and  ^ 
objectives  in  August  1974.     Procedures  for  accomplishing  this  task 
were  suggested.     Orientation  sessions  for  teachers  were  held  at  the 
school  level,  and  by  October  eaoh  faculty  had  been  divided  into  a- 
three  committees —  one  for  reading,  one  for  writing/  and  one  for 
mathematics.     The  committees  at  each  school  reported  to  the  entire 
faculty  approximately  once  a  month  to  review  and  revise  the  goals 
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and  objectives  that  had  been  developed.     A  member  of  the  Local 
Coordinator's  team  was  present  at  these  sessions* 

Rough  drafts  from  every  school  were  reviewed  by  the 
Local  Coordinator  for  Accountability  and  by  central  office  personnel. 
Each  principal  had  a  followup  conference  with  the  Local  Coordinator 
to  discuss  suggestions  for  improvement  and  revision.  Supervisors 
werfe  assigned  to  assist  individual  committees  who  needed  or* 
.requested  help.     Finalized  versions  of  school -goals  and  objectives 
were  reviewed  by  the  Local  Cc5brdinator  and  his  te^  members  before 
they  were  accepted  and  foin^/arded  to  the  state  Department  of  Educa- 
tion.    Copies  of  these  can  be  found  at  the  Somerset  County  Board  of 
Education. 

The  goal/objective  setting  process  was  exemplary  in 
that,  where  there  are  two  elementary  schools  in  the  same  community, 
i:hese  schools  held  several  interschool  meetings  to  share  their 
ideas  and  concerns  in  prder  to  try  to  better  meet  the  needs  of  the 
children  in  that  community.     The  faculties  from  small  schools  in 
our  rural  areas  also  had  some  interschool  sessions  with  the  faculties 
of  schools  in  the  larger  communities.     The-me^tings  gave  the  teachers 
in  the  small,  rural  schools  the  opportunity  to  Exchange  ideas  with 
a  larger  number  of  teachers.     On  the  secondary^ level ,  the  goal/objective 
setting  process  was  exemplary  in  that  all  teachers*,  not  just  teachers 
in  language  skills  and  mathematics.,  were  involved  in  the  develop- 
ment of  goals  and  objectives.     Because  all  members  of  a  school's 
faculty  were  involved  in  writing  objectives  for  reading,  writing, 
and  mathematics,  teachers  became  more  aware  of  the  fact  that  every 
teacher  is  responsible  for  teaching  skills  that  jvill  increase  student 
p^ficiency  in  the  areas  of  reading,  writing,,  and  mathematics. 

B.*  Local  Assessment  Activities 

All  16  schools  -in  Somerset  County  hav^  developed  school 
level  goals  and  objectives  for  reading,  writing,  and  mathentatics . 
Fifteen  of  th^se  schools'  goals  and  objectives  are  in'*  conformity 
with  and  are  Consistent  with  the  statewide  arid  sy&.tem  goals  and 
objectives.     However,  one  of  the  15- scl\ools,  Washington  High  School, 
has  not  been  included  in  the  state's  Accountability  Testing  Program 
because  its  studerjjt  population  includes  only  Grades  10-1^. 

Other  standardil^ed  'testing  is  also  being  conducted  in 
the  county.     The  1970  edition  of  the  Calif orni.a  Achievement  Test .  (CAT)  , 
Level  5,  is  administered  to  soipe  students^  under  the  EleiPentary  and  ' 
Secondary  Education  Act   (ESEA) ,  Title  III  project.'  The  Board  of 
Education  provides  for  the  administration  of  the  Short  Form  Test  of 
Academic  Aptitude   (SFTAA)   to  all  eleven,th  graders  in  this  school.  The 
CAT  is  also  taken  by  students  in  Grades  10-12  at  Crisfield  Higii  School, 
and  the  SFTAA  is  take^  by  its  elev^th  graders .     The  ESEA,  Title  IV 
project  adlninisters  the  Stanford  Acnievement  Test  'to  students  in 
Grades  4-9  involved  in  program  activities.     The  ESEA, •Title  I 
project  gives  the  Cooperative  Pre-Schdol  Inventory  to  kindergarten 
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.lildren,  the  Metropolitan  fteadiness  Test  to  first  graders,  and 
'^he,  Metropolitan  Achievemeat  Test  to  second  and  third  graders ^ 
^11  of  these  test  results  sfre  used  to  supplement  the  information 
obtained  through  the  state ?s  accountability  testing  results  aryi  to 
gi've  additional  insight  into  the  areas  c»f  student  strengths  and 
weaknesses. 

Sarah  Peyton  School  ig  the  16th  school  in  the  county. 
It  has  not  been  included  in  the  .state ' s  accountability  program  bpcau 
it  is  a  school  for  trainable  mentally  retarded  children.  However, 
this  school  has  written  goals  and  objectives  suitable  for  its 
student  body,  and  each  student  is  given  an  individual  evaluation  at 
the  beginning..^and  end  of  th$  school  year.^ 

C.  Conbneyits  on  Accountability  ^Assessment  Results 

The  state's  accouniiability  assessment  testing  results 
are  encouraging  for  the  efforts  expended  seem  to  have  produced 
significant  gains  in  some  areas.     In  nearly  all  skill  areas, 
the  average  grade  equivalence  has  shown  an  increase.  ,  With  the 
ej^ception  of  a  couple  of  very  small,  rural  schools,  Somerset 
County's  scores  show  a  plus  difference  when  compared  with'^the 
Maryland  nonti.         »  - 

The  skill  J^eas  of  spelling,  punctuation,  and  capitaliza- 
tion  show  marked  iricrdases.  However,  tho^.^fkill  area  of  mathematics 
even  though  shgtwlng  an  increase,  nefeds  attention.  While  encouraged 
by  these  results,  courfty  educators  demaaj^pncefhed  in  that  most 


and  9  do  not  r^ayff' the  national  norms, 
and  emphasis  on  basic  skills  will  be 


skill  areas  in  Grades  7 
More  inservice  progrartis 

stressed  in  hopds  th^^^  Somerset  County  will^  attain  the  desired 
results  f orbits  s|tu4^]»#s- 

D.  ProgrdtlK'^t^odification  Activities 

At  the  beginning  of  the  past  school  year>  teachers, 
building  administrators,  and  supervisors  studied  the  students'  pre- 
dieted  grade  equivalent  scores  in  reflation  to  their  obtained  grade 
equivalent  scores.     Each  school  used  this  data  to  plan  revisions 
in  instruction  and  curriculum.     These  plans  were  implemented  during 
the  school  term  in  an  attempt  to  increase  obtained^  grade  equivalent 
scQres.     Similar  study  and  revision  sessions  will  take  place  this 
ye 


ar  in  order  to  improve  ^progress*  in  this  are^a. 


This  year,  the  Somerset  CoiyAty  Board  of  Education 
inaugurated  a  pilot  program  in  mathematics  in  one  elementary  ^hool 
This  mathematics  program  is  based. on  criterion-referenced  testing 
and  provides  for  individualization  of  instruction.     It  the  state's 
accountability  testing  results  for  1976  indicate  growth  in  the  area 
of  math  skills  for  the  children  exposed  to  the  program,  it  will  be 
included  in  the  curriculum  of  the  other  elementary  schools. 


4  SB- 

o 

457 


^      t   Somerset  County  Jias  a  number  of  Federally  funded  programs 
that  have  attempted  to  improve  the  basic  skills  of  children  and 
have  provided  inservice  training  for  teachers  on  all  level's  to'  help 
them  become  more  proficient  in  the  teachj.ng  of  basic  skills.  While 
these  programs  were  in  effect  before  the  state's  accountability 
assessment  program  began,  there  have  been  modifications  in  them  due 
to  the  state's  assessment  resiilts  and  tt^e  projects/  evaluation  data. 
For  example,  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act   (ESEA) ,  Title 
I  program  for  Grades  K-3  has  hired  a  resource  teacher  for  each 
Title  I  school  to  work  with  small  groups  of  students  who  have 
deficiencies  in  math ^or  treading;  the  ESEA,  Title  IV  project  has  re-  ' 
source  teachers  and'  paraprofessionals  who  do  the  same  type  of  remedial 
Kork  with  students  in  Grades  4-9;  and  the  Eskh,  Title  III  pr^)ject 
has  provided  the  high  schools  with  study  skills  specialists.who 
work  with  teachers  to  help  them  incorporate  reading  skills  into 
their  content  areas,  and  this  year  has  hired  remedial,  reading      '  ^ 
teachers  for*  each  high  school.  ^.  ' 

0"®  cxf  the  major  effects  of  the  assessment  results  has    '  ' 
been  the  increased  awareness  of  the  importance' of  teaching  basic  v 
skills  on  all  l^vels.    Another  outcome  has  been  the  recognition  of 
the  need  to  ascertain  a  child's  instructional  level  before  placement. 
These  results  ar^  evidenced  in  the  following  ways :by  a  greater  number" 
of  teachers  seeking  assistance  in  these  areas  from  supervisory 
personnel;  by  the  willingness  of  teachers  to  attend  inservice 
sessions  dealing  with  the  teaching  of  basic  skills  and  individuali- 
zation  df  instruction;  and,  by  the  increase  in  the  number  of  requests 
for  materials  on  a  variety  of  levels. 

Unmet  Nileds  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 
Programs  and  Services^  ^  '      -  ^ 

Most  classes  in  the  county  contain  some  children  in  the 
special  education  category.     Small,  rural  counties  such  as  Somerset 
.do  not  have  the  financial  resources  to  maintain  special  classes  for  - 
those  children  who  are  educable  retarded,  or  who  have*  learning 
disabilities,  and  cannot  meet^the  special'  needs  of  these  children 
by  having  them  in  regular  clas.sirooms.     Until  state  funding  is  miade 
available  to  all  sections  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  the  educational  ^ 
progre^<ftT  of  these  children  will  remain  hindered. 


All  phases  of  the  educational  programs  are  limited  when  " - 
small  counties  with  low  assessa,ble  tax  baseiS^  are  unable,  to  provide  * 
the  personnel,  materials;  and  facilities  necessary  for  both  remedial 
^J5^  regular  academic  opportunities.     These  counties  need  additional 
help  frpm^^tha  state. 
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F.  General  Comments  ' 

Somerset  County's  school  population  of  4,4  20  comes  from 
homes  located*  in  small  communities  and  rural  areas  •     ii'ccording  to 
Table  1,  System  Level        Community  and  Public  School  Resources  Pro- 
file,  30 •?  percent- of  the  school  age  children  are  classified  as  dis- 
advantaged.     This  factor  must  be  taken  into  consideration  when 
assessing  the  evaluation  of  the  county  and  detenrfining  its  needs. 

within  its  resources,  Somerset  County  is  making  continued 
efforts  to  improve  betisic  sjcills  as^well  as  to  make  instruction  more 
meaningful  and  relevant  to  the  learner^*     The  results  of  the  second 
year  of  testing  show  progress  over  the  previous  year.  ^'IJiis  is 
encouraging,  although  there  is  still  some  concern  about  individual 
and  class  performances  when  compared  with  the  national  norms. 
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■  ,  SOMERSET  COUNTY 

•  * 

FABLF  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOli  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTERlSTtCS 


(1) 

(3) 

• 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

■  MEDIAN 
;  FAMILY 
/  INCOME 

PERCENT 
.DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AG^-CHILDREN 

18i913 

S6i632 

30  U 

(5)^y/ 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 

educationaClevel 

MALES  25  YEARS 

FEMALES  25  YEARS 

OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 

OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 

(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9.0 

9.6  , 

SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF  SEPTEMBER,  197A) 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT  , 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
Y^ARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

ArA20 

S9, 255 

$12,75A 

8.9 

21.3 

(111 

(12) 

(13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATTO 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

13.  It 

19.6 

FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974   SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14)  " 

(15)  ^ 

(16) 

(17) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES  ^ 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

S921.05 

S655.22 

71. IX 

$33.13 

(18)  • 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
PER  PUPJL 
EXPENlflfOKES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3.6X 

S6.81 

?  0.7X 

*  SEE  CHAPTER   3,    PAGES  60~65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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SOMERSET  COUNTY 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL        NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA-  , 
LENT  SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


SKILL 

(1) 

(2) 

^NUMBER  OF 
ySTUDENTS 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 

TFST'-p 

(4) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 

TFSTFD 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCOAES 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(  SI)) 

<7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
-  EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 

{r.l) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(1) 

VOCABULARY 

3 

•  :)UQ 

9 

16.  bl 

i.50 

1.06 

5 

368 

95. U 

9 

93.^1 

11.09 

^  5.09 

1.30 

7 

'<31 

93.0^1 

5 

92,1 

16.16 

6.09 

1.77 

9 

373 

.  86.60 

3 

9^1.8  

1572  

 7,75 

1.88 

121 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSION 

3 

300 

"    99. UO 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

37k 

1.21 

5 

368 

95. U 

9- 

93.^1 

W.09 

5.11 

1.30 

7 

93.04 

5 

92,1 

16.16 

6.35 

1,63 

'  9 

^  373 

86,60 

3 

15.72 

8.05 

1.71 

(3) 

SPELLING 

3 

300 

 «  

99,00 

9 

95.3 

16 . 51 

4.27 

1.34 

5 

366 

95.11 

9 

93.4 

14.09 

5.60 

1.66 

7 

431  I 

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16.46 

6.55 

1.96 

9 

373 

66.60 

3 

94.6 

"15.72 

6.44 

2.19 

CAPITAL- 
IZATION 

3 

300 

99.00 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

4.00 

1.30 

5 

366 

95.11 

9' 

93*4 

14.09 

5,01 

1.51 

7 

431 

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16.46 

5.96 

1.75 

9 

373 

6  6. '60 

3 

94,6 

15.72 

6.39 

2.21 

(5)  i 
PUNCTUATipN 

3 

300 

99.00 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

4.5,7 

1.45 

r 

5 

366 

95.11 

9 

93.4 

14,09 

5.37 

1.44 

7  * 

431 

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16,46 

6.01 

1.66 

9 

373 

66.60 

3 

94.6 

15,72 

7,95 

2.15 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  0^  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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SOMERSET  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEf  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVER-AGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHI_EVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA'- 
LENT  SCORES,  BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 


SKILL 
AREAS 

(1) 

GRADE 

^2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STJUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

r 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

(4) 

; 

NUMBER  OF 

SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
^STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 

(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
( SD) 

(6) 

3 

300 

99,00 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

3.78 

1.35 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

5 

36« 

95.11 

9 

93.4 

14.09 

4.96 

i;45 

> 

7 

431 

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16.46 

6.24 

1.87 

9 

373 

86.60 

3 

94.8 

15.72  t 

7.91 

2.06 

(7) 

3 

300 

99.00 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

1.05^ 

^  1.19 

LAflGUAGE 
TOTAL* 

5 

368  1 

95.11 

9 

93!i| 

^  W.09 

5.28 

1.2a 

7 

93.0^1 

5 

92.1  ^ 

16.46 

5.19 

1^59 

q 

?73 

 8R.  RQ  

 3 

15.72 

8.17 

1.87 

.■am* 

(8) 

3 

300 

99.00 

95.3 

16.  51 

5742 

.96 

MATHEMATICAL 

CONCEPTS 

5 

36a 

95.11 

9 

93.4 

14.09 

5.09 

l.#4 

7 

431 

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16.46 

6.49 

1.46 

9 

373 

86.60 

3 

94.8 

15.72 

7.92 

1.76 

(9) 

3 

300 

99.00 

9 

95.3  j 

^^•51 

3.51 

1.02 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

5 

368 

95.11 

9 

,  93.4 

14 . 09 

5.19 

1.19 

7 

431 

 P  

93.04 

5 

92.1 

16.46 

6.26 

1.56 

9 

373 

86.60 

94.8 

15.72 

7.95 

1.87 

(10) 

3 

300 

'  99.00 

9 

95.3 

16.51 

3.i|7 

.93 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

368 

95.11 

9^ 

93. i| 

W.09 

1.12 

* 

7  . 

93.0^1 

5 

92.1 

16.^16 

6.37 

1.39 

 86,60  

3 

 ?iK8  

15.72 

7.9^ 

^L67^ 

'  ♦  SEf  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  68-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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S'OMERSET  COUNTY 


TABLE  2A.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I   (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


SCHOOL  YEAR 

SCHOOL  YEAR 

GRADE 

1973  -  1974 

1974  -  1975 

J 

92.7 

95.3 

NONVERBAL 

5 

91.6 

93.1 

ABILITY 

7 

90.2 

92.1 

9 

9^.1. 

91.8 

3 

3.17 

3.50 

VOCABULARY 

5 

1.81 

5.09 

7 



5.09 

9 

•7.72 

•  7.75 

3 

3.33 

3.62 

READING 

5 

1.98 

5.11 

COHPREHENSION 

7 

6.31 

"  6.35 

9 

7.78 

8.05 

3 

3.69 

1.06 

LANGUAGE 

5 

5.16 

5.28 

TOTAL 

7 

6.31 

6.19 

9 

8.06 

8.17 

3 

3.28 

3.1/ 

IV^THEMATICAL 

5 

1.98 

5.11 

TOTAL 

7 

6.15  ; 

6.37 

9 

7.80 

7.91 

«     SEE  CHAPTEKsB.   PAGES  70-71,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAK  II  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS.  ,  ^ 
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SOMERSET  COUNTY   (CRISFIELD  1  -  SOMERSET  JR) 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEt\  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SOMERSET  1 

• 

SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 

ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

T0<^1 
Sj^TsOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

pc  Df  rw  t 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

TOTM. 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 

(10)- 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
($  ) 
(12  ) 

TEACHER 

(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

APMIN. 

(8) 

CRISFIELD  1  . 

33  5 

24.5 

95.0 

13.  5 

1.  0 

12.7 

18.0 

6.9 

28.5 

9.2 

5662 

CRISFIELD  3 

1-5 

211 

21.1 

96.0 

9.0 

1.0 

16.1 

23.5 

10.0 

31.  3 

9.2 

5662 

GREENWOOD 

4-6 

336 

24.9 

95.5 

lr2.5 

1.0 

9.2 

20.0 

29.6 

19.8 

10.  6 

7835 

MT  VERNON  1 

1-3 

47 

23.5 

96.8 

1.0 

1.0 

1.5 

21.5 

0.0 

11.  3 

9.1 

7063 

VERNON  2 

K 

,  4-6 

5  7 

19 . 0 

95.0 

2 . 0 

1.0 

4.5 

16.9 

0.0 

12.  7 

9.1 

7063 

PRINCESS  ANNE 

K-3 

340 

26.1 

94.8 

12.0 

1.0 

15.4 

31.0 

7.7 

22.0 

10.6 

7835 

TYLERTON 

1-6 

21 

21.0 

98.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.(9 

0.0 

48.1 

7.6 

3918 

WESTOVER  CONSOLIDATED 

PRE  K-6 

35  3 

23.5 

96.4 

13.0 

2  k  0 

t 

9.2 

34 . 0 

6.7 

31.7 

10.1 

7085 

CARTER  G  WOODSON 

6-8 

335 

17.6 

90.1 

17.0 

2.0 

6.3 

19.5 

10.5 

29.7 

9.2 

5660 

DEAL  ISLAND 

296 

21.3 

95.1 

13.0 

1.0 

13.5  " 

17.0 

7.1 

73.7 

9.2 

3386 

EUELL 

K-l 

87 

21.7 

92.6 

4.0 

0.0 

3.  3 

0.0 

0.0 

42.7 

7.8  ^ 

4169 

MARION 

326 

21.0 

95.9 

13.5 

2.0 

12.8 

15.3 

19.  3 

32.1 

8.6 

4912 

CRISFIELD  SR 

9-12 

508 

15.9 

90.  7 

29.9 

2.0 

11.3 

14.5 

21.6 

29.4 

9.0 

5386 

SOKERSfiT  JR 

7-9 

587 

17.8 

91.2 

31.0 

2.0 

8.7 

24.0 

21^.2 

22.5 

10.2 

7566 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3i   PAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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SOMERSET  COUNTY  *<CRISFIELD  1  -  SOMERSET  JUNIOR) 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SOMERSET  COUNTY 
SCHOOU  SYSILH 


SCHUOL  NAM£ 


SKILL  ARCaS 


VOCAnULARY 

GRADE  AVCRAOC  AVCRAOC  MARY- 
LAND CnCF 


READING  COMPnEKENSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAt 


SAS 


GE  NORM 


DlFFrn-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MAflY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


CE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCi 


GE 


LAND 

Norm 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFI 
EMCE 


4 


CHISFIELD  1 


00. 9 
94.3 


3.00 
5.22 


2.03 
<».62 


4;26 
4.60 


3.36 
5. OB 


2.05 
<*.O0 


4.51.  3.r»7 
4.U0  5.31 


3.25 
4.93 


4.32 
4.30 


3.10 
5.15 


2.97 
<i.93 


4.13 
4.22 


CRISFlELU  3 


3  101.0 
b  9I>.9 


3.91 
b.«»7 


3.60 
»».76 


4.31 
♦  .71 


<».02 
5.55 


3.67 
<*.02 


4.35  «» .  r»7 
4.73  •  5.75 


4.05 
5.06 


4.52 
4.69 


3.06 
5.»»1 


3.67 
5.06 


4.19 
4.35 


GREENnOOO 

mt  vehnon  1 
ht  vernon  2 
princess  anne 
tylerion 


5  95^.6 

3  09.5 

5  100.0 

3  100.2 


3  im.o 

5  99.0 


5.12 
3.24 
6.U 
3.63 


3.40 
4.90 


4.73  4.30  5.31 

2.06  4.3n  3.12 

5.12  41.0?  •  6.03 

3.55  4. on  3.70 


4*.  44  -1.0m 
5.10  -.12 


3.05 
4.90 


4  .79 

2.09 

5.  17 

3.61 

4.54 
b.  15 


5.34 
3.41 


4.52 
4.23 
4.06  •  5.fi6 
4.17  4.41 


-.69  •  3.60 
-.17  4.42 


5.04 
3.29 
5.40 
4.00 


4.30 
4.12 
4,16 
4.41 


5.25 
3.07 
5.70 
3.57 


4.91       *1.31  •  3.95 


5.39 


.97  •  5.04 


5.03 
3.00 
5f  30 
3.62 


4.42 
5.37 


4.22 
4.07 
4.32 
-.05 


-.47  • 
-.33 


WtSTOVER  CONSOLIDATE  3  63.9 
b 


3.15 
4.b6 


2.02 
3.9^ 


4.33 
4.62 


3.30 
4.70 


2.65 
4.03 


4.45  3.71 
4.67  •  5.05 


3.25 
4.29 


4.46  3.10 
4.76  «  4.50 


2.97 
4.  32 


4.21 

4.26 


CARTER  G'liOOUSON 


94.9  5.94 


6.10 


-.?4 


6.31 


6.25  4.06 


6.14 


6.30 


.24 


6.27 


6.40 


-.21 


DEAL  ISLAND 

3 

94,4 

3.37 

3.17 

4.?0 

3.04 

3.22 

4 

.6? 

3.f^5 

3 

.61 

4  .24 

3.47 

3.29 

b 

b9.6 

4.52 

4.20 

4.3? 

4.73 

4.29 

4 

.44 

4.73 

4 

.54 

4.19 

4.6a 

4.56 

7 

67.0 

6.04 

5.32 

4.72 

6.13 

5.45 

4 

.6n 

*i.n9 

5 

62 

4.37 

6.12 

5.67 

9 

67.6 

7.07 

6.03 

4  i  .04 

n.  15 

6.77 

41 

.36 

&.?3 

7 

.031 

41  .20  • 

7.34 

7.04 

EKELL 

3 

93.6 

3.33 

3.12 

4.?1 

2.01 

3.17 

36 

3.n6 

3. 

56 

-.50 

3.3»» 

3.24 

5 

104.5  • 

4.^7 

5.52 

-.65 

4.59 

5.b5 

—  < 

96 

* 

5.44 

5. 

70 

-.34 

4.02 

5.74 

7 

90.9 

6.54 

5.74 

4.00 

6.22 

5.64 

4  • 

30 

6.15 

6. 

00 

4.15 

6.22 

6.07 

MARION 

3 

91.0 

3.04 

3.01 

4.n:^ 

* 

3.63 

3.05 

4  • 

50 

• 

4.?1 

3. 

44 

4.77  • 

3.66 

3.14 

5 

90. 1 

5.16 

4  .25 

4.93 

5.10 

4.33 

4  1 

77 

5.33 

4. 

50 

4.75  • 

5.43 

4.60 

7 

92.0 

6.92 

5.66 

41 .06 

* 

7.12 

5.9!i 

41. 

17 

6.76 

6. 

10 

4.66 

7.02 

6.10 

CHISFIELD  SR  JR 

9 

94.9 

7.94 

7.60 

4.26 

0. 16 

-  7.62 

4  1 

54 

0.37 

7. 

76 

4.61 

^.21 

7.02 

SOI'ERSET  JR 

7 

91  .9 

6.02 

5.05 

«.17 

6.29 

5.94 

4  i 

35 

6.17 

6. 

09 

4.00 

6.39 

6. 17 

9 

95.5 

7.57 

7.75 

-.in 

7.93 

7.09 

4  • 

24 

7.O0 

7. 

02 

4.16 

7.76 

7.09 

4.10 
4.06 
4  .45 
4.30 


4.10 

-.92  • 
4.15 


4,52  • 

4.03  • 

4.04  • 


4,39 


4,22 
-.13 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  74-75.   FOR  DEFINITJDN  OF  TERMS,   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   (♦)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAt  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  '^DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  T„yiS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  -4  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.21  Talbot  County  | 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

sa/  '. .        During  the  first  year  of  the  accountability  program, 
Talbot  County  adhered  to  the  general  guidelines  established  by  the 
State  Department  of  Education  for  developing  a  system  level  account- 
ability program  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.     Cotinty  goals 
in  these  three,  areas  were  developed  which  related  to  those  general 
goals  established  at  the  state  level.     In  order  to  give  further, 
emphasis  to  the  statewide  accountability  program,  each  school  was  , 
then  asked  to  develop  school  objectives  that  were  related  to  the 
major  goals  as  established. at  the  county  level.     These  school  ob- 
jectives were  organized  under  four  major  headings  —  primary,  inter- 
mediate, middle  school,  arid  secondary  school  objectives.  All 
teachers,  administrators  and  supervisors  participated  in  the  process 
of  writing,  refilling  and  organizing  school  objectives^  to  meet  the 
needs  of  each" particular  school  population. 
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Using  the  statewide  goals  in  reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics  adopted  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education, 
Talbot  County  has  developed  school  level  objectives  such  as  those 
listed  below. 


In  reading,  each  student  should  be  able  to:  ^ 

(1)  Demonstrate  the  ability  to  identify  directional 
concepts,  such  as  left,  right,  up,  down,  between ^ 
etc .     '  ^ 

(2)  Identify  and  explain  the  meaning  of  various  safety 
signs:     atop,  go,  walk,  poison,  exit,  etc. 

(3)  Demonstrate  the  ability  to  follow  verbal  and 
written  directions  in  sequence. 

(4)  Demonstrate  the  ability  to  discriminate  sounds:  en- 
vironmental sounds,  consonants,  vowels,  rhyming  word 
consonant  blends • 

(5)  Identify  compound  words. 

(6)  Identify  root  words. 

(7)  List  the  steps  and  demonstrate  how  to  attack  an 
r  unknown  word^. 

(8)  Divide  words  into  syllables. 

(9)  Demonstrate  the  awareness  o5  and  the  ability  to 
use  available  resources:  glossary,  dictionary, 
dictionary  table  of  contents,  index,  subtitles, 
beginning  thesaurus,   and  beginning  encyclopedia. 

(10)  Compare  and  contrast  characters,  moods,  and 
events, 

(11)  Explain  the  function  of  an  accent  mark. 

(12)  List  synonyms  and/or  antonyms  for  words  provided. 

(13 )  Fi^l  out  forms :     applications ,  records ,  Social 
Security,  .prder  forms. 

•   •      '  » 
In  writing,  each  student  who  has  completed  the  Talbot 
County  writing  program  should  be  able  to: 

(1)  Dictate  a  sentence  describing  at  least  two  details 
about  an  object. 

(2)  Write  letters  of  the  alphabet  and  numerals  with 
correct  formation  using  the  blackboard  or  large 
sheets  of  unlined  paper. 

(3)  Describe  an  action  using  an  action  verb  formed 
correctly  in  a  sentence. 
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(4)"    Construct  a  sentence  from  a  group  of  words. 

(5.)     Writet-  a  dei^igned  sentence   (declarative,  interro- 
gative, exclamatory)   about  a  topi^i  or  stimulus. 

(6)  Write  a  sentence  that  expresses  the  personal 
feelings  of  the  writer. 

(7)  Write 'a  thank-you  notd. 

(8)  Write  a  business  letter  using  the  appropriate  form, 

(9)  Construct  a  topic  sentence  for  a  paragraph. 

(10)  Write  a  paragraph  or  paragraphs  organizing  and 
describing  an  experience  involving  sensory  stimuli. 

(11)  Write  a  book  report. 

(12)  Address  an  envelope  correctly. 

(13)  Demonstrate  subject-verb  agreement  in  writing 
sentences . 

(14)  Write  a  paragraph  in  which  you  recognize  the 
similarity  and  differences  between  two  different 
situations . 

( 15)  Write  a  friendly  letter . 

In  mathematics,  each  student  commensurate  with  his  ability 
and  upon  the  completion  of  required  courses  should: 

(1)  Codnt  aloud  in  sequence.  , 

(2)  Order  numbers  from  smallest  to  largest. 

(3)  Count  by  multiples  of  two,   four,   five,  and  ten 
to  one  hundred. 

(4)  Denionstrate  the  ability  to  count  change  up  to  a 
dollar. 

(5)  .  Us^t  the  propertiea  of  addition  and  subtraction  in 

solving  a  linear  equation  in  one  unknown  on  a 
^  teacher-made  test  * 

(6)  Measure  ^lengths  in  inches,  feet,  yards,  centimeters, 
meters,  and  kilometers. 

(7)  Set  up  and  solve  word  problems  using  each  of  the 
four  fundamental  operations  of  decimals. 

(8)  State  the  least  common  denominator  for  two  or  three 
fractions. 

,  ,(9)     Recognize  and  distinguish  pictorial,  bar,  linear 

and  circular  graphic  forms. 

(10)     Demonstrate  the  ability  to  convert  from  one  metric 
unit  to  another. 
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Cll)     Demonstrate  the  ability  to  match  the  metric 
prefixes  with  a  proper  number, 

(12)  Construct  the  basic  elements:     paint,  ray,  segment, 
line,  angle. 

(13)  Construct  a  triangle  using  a  compass  and  a  straight 
edge*  -  .  %i 

(14)  Read  and  write  numerals  on  a  base  2  and  a  base  5 
value  system* 

(15)  Count  by  using  negative  integers. 

(16)  Determine  percent  of  increase  or  decrease. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  illustrations  given  above 
are  simply  scunples  of  objectives  that  are  used  in  school  programs 
and  are  not  intended  to  be  an  all-inclusive  list. 


B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

« 

The  Talbot  County  public  schools  have  been  using  the 
Iowa  Tests' of  Basic  Skills    (ITBS)  since  1972.     Consequently,  it 
has  been  possible  to  study  test  results  over  tTie  last  three  years 
and  a  detailed  analysis  was  made  of  individual  .student's  scores 
over  that  period.     The  gurpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  * 
the  amount  of  academic  growth  that  had  taken  place  in  the  various 
schools  by  individual  youngsters. 

Results  showed  that  over  a  period  of  two  years,  that  is, 
from  the  third  grade  to  the  fifth  grade,  groups  of  students  achieved 
a  year  and  three  months  to  a  year  and  nine  months  in  reading.  The 
gains  in  vocabulary  during  the  same  two  years  ranged  from  a  year 
and  three  months  to  a  "^BjBir  and  nine  months.     For  the  same  school^s 
th^  average  gain  in  total  language  ranged  from  eight  months  to  a 
year  and  seven  months,  while  the  total  gains  in  mathematics  ranged 
from  a  year  and  one  month  to  two  years.     This  kind  of  analysis 
describes  the  achievement  of  the  student  population . in  each  of 
the  areas  mentioned. 

A  further  study  was  made  of  the  regression  shown  during 
the  same  two-year  period  for  the  schools  mentioned  above.  This 
study  showed  a  number  of  students  with  a  decrease  in  academic  achieve 
ment.     The  principals  and  counselors  in  the  various  schools  were 
asked  to  study  these  ihdividual  youngsters  to  find  out  whether  or 
not  they  could  determine  some  of  the  factors  involved. 

In  order  to  get  a  picture  of  the  relative  standing  of 
the  Talbot  County  public  school  youngsters  with  similar  population 
groups  on  the  Eastern  Shore,  a  comparative  study  was  made  of  the 
achievement  scores  in  the  various  subject  areas  with  those  achieve- 
ment scores  of  neighboring  counties.     In  general,  the  Talbot  County 
achievement  scores  ranked  number  two  when  compared  with  the  nine 
shore  counties.  *  . 
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C.  Conmients  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

Test  scores  for  the  county  are  close  to  the  state  norms 
for  1975.     This  would  seem  to  indicate  that  students  are  testing 
generally  at  about  the  same  relative  positions  that  they  tested 
in  1974.     In  order  to  get  a  comprehensive  picture  of  the  total  county 
testing  program^  Talbot  county  has  introduced  a  percentage  growth 
factor  which  measures  the  amount  of  growth  in  student  achievement 
that  has  taken  place  over  the  last  two  years.     This  figure  was 
arrived  at  by  taking  the  gain  in  average  grade  equivalent  score 
during  the  testing/ period  in  October  1972  and  comparing  it. with  , 
the  gradex^quivaldi^t  score  achieved  by  the  same  groups  in  May«  1975. 
A  iQok,^^  the  percentage  growth  factor  shows  that  students  achieved 
apprp3timately  75  percent  of  what  would  have  been  expected  of  them 
dijiring  a  two-year  period  in  vocabulary,  readiag,  total  language, 
and  total  mathematics.     The  percentage  of  growth  in  readling  from,  the 
third  grade  to  the  fifth  grade  was  74  percent;  the  percentage  of 
growth  in  reading  from  the  fifth  grade  to  the  seventh  grade  was 
91.6  percent,  and  the  percentage  of  growth  in  reading  from  the 
seventh  grade  to  the  ninth  grade  was  85.2  percent.     The  percentage 
of  growth  in  total  mathematics  during  the  same  periods  were  as 
follows:     from  the  third  grade  to  the  fifth  grade  was  75  percent; 
the  percentage  of  growth  from  the  fifth  grade  to  the  seventh 
grade  was  85.6  percent,  and  the  percentage  of  growth  from  the 
seventh  to  the  ninth  grade  was  74  percent. 

D.  Program  Modification, Activities-  ' 

During  the  past  two  years,  Talbot  County  has  worked  in- 
tensively on  teacher-made  test  items  related  to  the  school  objectives. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  school  year,  students  are  given  a  pre-test 
in  the  four  content  areas  mentioned,  i.e.,  vocabulary,  reading, 
total  language,  and  mathematics.     Based! on  this  pre-test,  students 
are  given  instruction  that  relates  to  the  objectives  in  those  four 
areas.  •  Following  the  instruction,,  the  students  are  given  a  post- 
test  to  determine  their  progress  in  each  area. 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Impacovem'ent  of 
Programs  and  Services    [  [ 

Car&ful  consideration  needs  .tip  be  given  to  the  popula-- 
tions  used  for  creating  statfe  and  county  norms  when  making  judgments 
and  comparisons  based  upon  these  test  scores. 

Under  the  National  Assessment  of  Education  Progress  , 
Program,  there  has  been  some  evidence  presented  to  show  that  the 
achievement  scores  vary,  depending  upon  the  populations  taking  the 
various  te3ts.     An  examination  of  the  Manual  for  Administrators, 
Supervisors,  and  Counselors  for  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills 
gives  rise  to  further  concern  related  to  the  populations  usea  for 
establishing  grade  norms.     The  publishers  indicate  that  the 
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norming  population  was  based  on  15.7  percent  blacks,  79.1  percent 
whites,  and  5.1  percent  American  Indians,  Orientals,  «nd  Spanish 
Americans.     It  would  appear  that  the  norming  populations  used  for 
the  ITBS  was  made  up  of  an  unbalanced  number  of  whites  versus 
blacks.     Careful  examination  of  the  county  achievement  scores 
in  i^eading  shows  that  those  counties  that  had  relatively  low  per- 
centages of  blacks  tend  to  score  high  on  this  test,  while  those 
with  high  percentages  do  not.  \ 

Further  consideration  must  be  given  to  the  establish- 
ment of  appropriate  testing  criteria  and  norms  for  evaluating  the 
achievement  and  pro^res^  of  the  student  population. 
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TALBOT .COUNTY 


MiLf.  1.'    SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCE'S  PROFILE* 


A.     COHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


r  (3^1 
a  toul 

/-^PULAtlON 

<2J 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 

PERCENT  J 
DISADVANTAGED  «       .  / 
SCHOOL  AG,E  CHILDREN  J 

24 1^06 

*    $9,311  -  ' 

23.5  ; 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
.  MALES  25  YEARS^ 
OF  AGE  OR'  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5)  . 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
.  OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10»5  " 

11#2  * 

B.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    US  OF  SEPTEMBERi  1974) 


(6) 

(7) 

(•) 

{9) 

(10) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENI10LLME?IT 

*/^ERAJfE'  ' 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

AVERAGE  salary' 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS . 

AVERAGE 
^  YEARS 
.  TEACHING  , 
EXPERIENCE 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

4*816 

SID, 566 

S16,708 

9.4 

19.  8 

'  (11) 

(12) 

.  (13) 

PERCENT  STAFF 

PUPIL/STAFF 

ATTENDANCE 

MASTER'S  DEGREE 

RATIO 

.RATE 

\ 

OR  ABOVE' 

19 . 3  X 

15.8 

94.3* 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   IFOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  JEAR) 


(14)  . 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUpiL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

.  ■■  '  '  y 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(17) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE  . 
ADMINISTRATION 

$1,088.05 

S804.  81^ 

74.0* 

$24.92 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
BER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
^SERVICES 

2.3%  1 

S9.86 

0.9X 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  60r-65,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TALBOT  .COUNTY  ,  ^" 

TABLE.  2.-  .  SY3TEM  LEVEL  ~  NON-VERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
'  LENT  SCORES,  BY-SKI..LL  AREA  *AND  BY"  GRADE4= 


SKILL 
ArtEAS 

(1) 

.  r,RADF 

( 2 ) 

NUHBER  OF 
STUDENTS 

"ENROt  l.FD 

^     13 ) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUi)ENTS 
TFSTm 

(4) 

'  NUMBER  OF 
S'dllOOLS 

Tr<;Trp 

(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCORES 

(6) 

J 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION  ' 

( *ip)  / 

(7) 
AVERAGE. 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
[ft  ) 

(8) 

STANDARD- 
DEVIATION 

( rn  I 

(1) 

VOCABUURY 

.  3 

ioO 

5 

98.1  = 

16.% 

3.5i^ 

1.08  ■ 

5 

388 

96.65  , 

5 

99.5 

"  16.03 

 «  

^1.92 

1.61, 

,  .  7  ^ 

.  399 

93.18 

2 

99.7 

15.57 

6:^67 

1.83 

102.2 

it. 89  

360 

-jT'     t    y  ^ 

98.1  ' 

16.96 

READING 
'COMPRE- 
HENSION 

5 

'  388  * 

96.65 

5 

99.5 

16.03 

.5.06 

L52 

7 

399 

93. '18 

2 

 ^  

99.7 

'  15.57 

.  6.87 

1,66 

9 

 ii28 

'  78.50 

2 

102.2-  ■ 

11.89  . 

^8,70 

1.71 

131 

SPELLING 

3 

360 

97.50  , 

5  ' 

98.1 

16.96 

4.33' 

1.  30 

5 

96.65 

5 

99.5 

16.03 

,  5.45 

1.79 

7 

399 

93.48 

2 

99.7 

15.57 

7.04 

2.10 

.428 

78.50 

2 

a02.2 

14.89 

8.77  p 

2.07 

f 

CAP'l  TAL- 
IZATION 

3 

360  ' 

97.50 

5 

98.1 

16.96 

4.08 

1«28 

5 

388 

"  .  96.65 

5 

99.5 

16.03 

5.4T 

1.60 

.  7 

399 

93.48 

r  i  - 

-  99.7 

15.57 

7.12 

2.00 

9  . 

428  ; ' 

1 

78^0 

2 

102.2 

14.89 

8.96 

2.09 

(51 

«» 

PUNCTUATION 

3  ^ 

360 

97.50 

5 

98.1 

fl^  16.96 

4.03 

1.  38 

5 

388 

96.65  ' 

5 

99.5 

16.03 

5.36 

1*63 

V 

399 

93.48 

2 

99.7 

i;.57 

6.90 

1.91 

9  / 

428 

78".  50 

2 

102.2 

14.89 

8.64 

2.07 

♦  S££  CHAPTER  3,  PACES  66-67,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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TALBOT  COUNTY 


TABIL    2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BYSKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GR ADE+   ( CONT I NUED ) 


SKILL 
AREAS 


(6) 


LANGUAGE 
USAGE 


(7) 

LAtlGliAGE 
TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL 

CONCEPTS 


(9) 


MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 


(10) 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 


GRADE 


(2) 


NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 


360 


366 


399 


426 


360" 


388 


399 


428 


(3) 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


97,50 


96,65 


93.48 


76.50 


97.50 


96.65 


93.^18 


78.50 


(4) 


NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


(5) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
<SAS) 


96.?. 


99.5 


99.7 


102.2 


^.1 


99.5 


99.7 


368 


399 


42  6 


360 


366 


399 


426 


360 


388 


399 


96.65 


'93.46 


78.50 


97.50 


96.65 


93.46 


76.50 


97.50 


96.65 


93.^18 


78.50 


5 


102.2 

93. 


(6» 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


16.96 


16.03 


15.57 


14.89 


16.96 


16.03 


15.57 


,  1^1.89 


(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 


^  3.74 


5.21 


6.91 


6.55 


i|.05 


5.38 


6.99 


8.73 


99.5 


99.7 


16.03 


15.57 


102.2 


14. 69 


96.1 


99.5 


^9.7 


102.2 


•98.1 


99.5 


99.7 


102.2 


16.96 


16.03 


15.57 


14.69 


16.96 


16.03 


15.57 


1^1.89 


5.01 


6.64 


6.44 


3.53 


5.03 


6.73 


6.50 


3.5? 


5.02 


'6.78 


8.^18 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(SD) 


1.34 


1.-84 


2.04 


2.37 


1.15 


1.50 


1.77 


L86 

1.01 


1.34 


1.56 


x..ei 


1.Q6 


1.25 


1.70 


1.69 


.97 


1.21 


1.53 


1.7^1 


♦  $U  CHAPTER  3t   PAGES  66-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED   IN  THIS  TABLE. 


ERLC 


477 


TALBOT  COUNTY 
oTABLE  2A. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 
YEAR  II    (1974-1975)  DATA   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
*^'D  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR- 
1973  -  1974 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1974  -  1975 

3 

100.1 

98.1 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

5 

.100.1 

99.5 

•  7 

101.2 

99.7 

102.5  . 

102.2 

3 

3.59 

3.54 

VOCABULARY 

5 

5U9 

1.92 

7 

6.69 

6. 67 

9 

8.50 

8.52 

3 

3.66 

3.61 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

5 

5.21 

5.06 

7 

6.99 

6.87 

9 

8.71 

8.70 

3 

M.18 

1.U5 

i  LANGUAGE 
TOTAL 

5 

5.52 

5.38 

7 

6.92 

6.99 

9 

8.61 

8.73 

3 

3.70 

3.59 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

5.27 

5.02 

7 

6.90 

6.78 

9 

8.51 

8.1J8 

SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  70-71,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SPEC  1  ALH^/sTRUCT IONS 
FOR  jrnERPRETlNG  THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  NOTED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  1  AND  YEAR  11  ARE 
FROM  DIFFERENT  STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 


'Ik]  s ) 


ERLC 


478 


TALBOT  COUNTY  (CORDOVA  - 
TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  — 


SCHOOL 


RESOURCES 


PROFILE* 


•SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE. 

DAILY  ' 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(4) 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
-OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2^ 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

^  TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 

EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

VAN— 
TAGED 
(10) 

. MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

* 

SCHOOL  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 

ADf^lN. 
(6) 

INCOME 
U) 
(12) 

CORDOVA 

K-3 

210 

23.9 

95.0 

8,8 

a 

0.0 

7.4 

0.0 

0.0 

26.8 

10.0 

67  5tf 

GLEjjMOOD 

4-5 

420 

17.8 

96. 1 

22.6 

1.0 

14.4 

41.0 

12.7 

27.1 

11.5 

8778 

IDLEMXLD 

2-3 

342 

16.3 

95.5 

20.0 

1.0 

10.7 

25.0 

14.3 

27.6 

11.5 

8778  . 

TILGHHAN 

K-6 

164 

17.4 

95.9 

8.4 

1.0 

7.1 

20.5 

21.3 

14.4 

<  10.6' 

7348 

UPPER  COUNTY 

155 

17.4 

96.2 

7.9 

1.0 

7.7 

12.0 

33.7 

25.3 

^10.7 

7463 

WHITE  HARSH 

K-6 

279 

15.6 

96.6 

16.9 

1.0 

9.7 

27.0 

5.6 

22.2 

11.2 

8200 

EASTON  MIDDLE 

6-8 

798 

17.3 

94.0 

44.0 

2.0 

12. 1 

17.5 

19.6 

26.7 

11.2 

83A9 

ST  MICHAELS 

f 

K-8 

614 

15.5 

95.2 

19.1 

1.0 

10.1 

10.1 

24.3 

17.6 

11.1 

7886 

EASTON  HIGH 

9-12 

1.119 

17»2 

92.2 

62.0 

3.0 

10.4 

21.5 

23.1 

26.0 

11.2 

•  283 

ST  HICHAEliS  HIGH 

9-12 

389^ 

13.4 

92.6 

27.0 

2.0 

8.7 

23.0 

20.7 

18.1 

11.0 

7665 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3i  fAGES  72-73,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAlLE. 
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TALBOT  COUNTY  (CORDOVA 


-  ST#  MICHAELS  HIGH), 


TABLE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 


TALOOT  COliNTY 
SCHOOL  5YSIEM 


SKILL  AREAt  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL.. 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


Skill  areas 


VOCAOULARY 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVERAGE" AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-      OlFfFR*  AVERAGC    MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE    MARY-  DIFFER 


SAS 


'LAND  ErCF 
GE  NORM 


LAND      :  EnCC 
GC  NORM 


LAND  ENCE 
GE  '  NORM 


GE  NORM 


CORDOVA 

9LENW00D 

IDL^ILD 

TILGHMAN 
t 

UPPER  COUNTY 
WHITE  MARStI 

rE ASTON  MIDDLE 

j 

ST  MICHAELS 

eastOn  high 

ST  MiCHALLb  HIGH 


3  96. S  3.13 
S  100.1  S.IO 
3      90.3  3.67 


3  10(«.0  3.96 
S    1U(«.(«  b.lO 


90.0        (« .  66 


3  91.9  3.0S 
S      9&.0  («.63 


7  99.0  6.66 

3  102.0  3.9S 

S  99.6  <«.69 

7  99. «»  6.69 

9  102.0  6.(«7 

9  103.0  6.66 


3;31 
5.13 


S.Sl 
<<.9<t 


6.71 


0.50 


.10 

.03 


3.01  '^4.0(4 
«*,77  -.lU 


5.08 
6.67  4.02 


3.29 
5.23 


.07 


3.1*3        4.2(1  3.6L 


3.a<«        4.12  <«.20 


.33  5.(t2 
-.2  A  «*.9«* 


3.06 

14*77 


-•05  6.93 


6.60 


-.03'  0.60 


0.62        4.06  6.77 


5.00 


3.66 
4.06  5.60 


3.36 
5.17 

3.«*0        +.17  «*.16 


3.92  4.20  *i<<«3 
5.5(4        -.12  5.6G 


-.06  <*«<J0 


3.05  4.03  3.66 
It. 03        -.06         4. OS 

7.02 


6.7(t  4.iq 


3.72        4.23        **.ll  3.79  4.32 


i|.(»0 

i3P        *ti75  5.13        -.30  5.2*» 


6.70 


.02 


O.MU  4.2(t 


6.  AO 
0.02 


6.56 


4.21  0.<i7 


3.75 
5.(41 

3.07        4.29  3.70 


5.07 


6.05 
i».17 


0.*t6 
O.SG 


-.09  3.*»3 
4.19  5.03 


11.30  4.13  3.75 
5.77        -.11  5.25 

5.2*4        -.26  i(.02 


4.22  3.0(4 
-.22  *4.72 


4.17  6.75 


4.23  3.91 

b.37        -.13  5.25 

6.01         4.07  6.09 

4.36  0.20 


-.09  9.06 


3«<»1  4.02 
5.39  -.36 
3.51  4.19 


3.69 
5.7ft 


-,ft9 


5.23  -.*4l 


3.1*4  -.10 
5.07  -.35 


6.90  -.23 

3.77  4,114 

5.35  -.10 

6.914  -.05 

0.59  -.31 

0.70  4,30 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7^-75,   FOR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TERMS,   EXPLANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK   (•)  ACCDMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES,  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS  FDR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRES  PRDVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  ACCOUNTABILITY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 
4.2.22        Washington  County 


A.  Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 

Three  county  committees  were  appointed  to  develop  sys- 
tem level  goals  in  reading,  writing  and  mathematics  for  Washing- 
ton County.     These , committees  were  composed  of  teachers,  prin- 
cipals, vice  principals  and  central  office  staff  members. 
Through  the  1973-74  school  year,  the  committees  met  to  draft 
system  level  goals  and  objectives  for  educational  accountability 
based  on  those  established  by  the  state.     The  completed  goals 
were  submitted gto  individual  schools  and  to  the  local  Board  of 
Education,  approved,  and  forwarded  to  the  Maryland  State  Depart- 
ment of  Education  (MSDE) .     They  were  also  approved  by  MSDE. 

Principals  in  each  county  school  organized  three 
school  committees  for  the  purpose  of  developing  school  level 
objectives  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.     The  account- 
ability booklets  developed  by  the  county  committees  were  dis- 
tributed to  their  school  level  counterparts  to  aid  them  in 
this  task.     The  booklets  contained  state  and  county  guidelines 
used  for  developing  goals  in  the  three  skills  areas,  the  state, 
and  county  goals  themselves,  and  sample  school  level  objectives. 
The  sample  objectives  were  designed  to  serve  as  example^  and 
were  not  intended  for  adoption  by  school  committees. 
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The  school  coiranittees  developed  and  required  objec- 
tives and  submitted  them  to  central  office  coordinators.  These 
objectives  were  reviewed,  evaluated  and  commented  on  by  the 
county  committee  appointed  to  serve  in  that  skills  area.  Then 
they  were  returned  to  the  school  committees.  ^Revised  versions 
of  the  olpjectives  were  returned  to  the  central  office  and  held 
for  review 'by  MSDE. 

During  the  period  that  school  committees  were  engaged 
in  developing  their  obj'ectives,  several  techniques  and  procedures 
of  an  exemplary  natur^  were  used.     For  example,  county  committees 
developed  handbooks  to  guide  the  efforts  of  school  committees. 
The  handbooks  contained  not  only  state  and  county  goals  but  also  • 
examples  of  the  kinds  *of  performance  objectives  that  schools 
would  be  preparing.     Objective  examples  included  the  four 
criteria  outlined  in  state  guidelines:     Who?     What?    When?  and 
How?  • 

The  sample  school  objectives  in  writing  also  suggested 
levels  of  competence  in  elementary  and  secondary  schools  for  each 
objective.     Those  objectives  marked  "L'*   (Literacy  Level)  should 
be  a^ttained  by  almost  all  pupils;  those  market  "P"   (Fluency  Level) 
are  attainable  by  fewer  pupils;  and  objectives  marked  "P"  (Pro- 
ficiency Level)   are  attainable  by  relatively  few  pupils.  Levels 
correspond  generally  to  an  accepted  hierarchy  of  skills. 

Guide  booklets  distributed  to  each  school  are  on  file 
at  the  MSDE,  Washington  County's  central  office,  and  in  each 
county  school. 

Another  example  of  an  exemplary  procedure  used  in  setting 
school  objectives  involved  the  participation  of  citizens  groups. 
At  various  development  stages  in  the  objective-setting  process, 
some  schools  involved  citizens  advisory  committees  in  studying  and 
commenting  on  school  objectives. 


B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

Several  different  kinds  of  local  assessment  activities 
have  been  initiated  by  Washington  County  during  the  past  year. 

Item  analysis  reported  for  each  subtest  of  the  Iowa  Tests 
of  Basic  Skills   (ITBS)  were  distributed  to  each  county  school. 
These  reports,  generated  by  the  school  system's  data  processing 
department,  are  providing  information  about  individual  pupil  per- 
formance so  that  teaching/learning  strategies  can  be  adjusted  to 
individual  needs.     Local  efforts  in  reporting  individual  pupil 
performance  have  had  some  implications,  particularly  in  Grades  3 
and  5,   for  pupil  groupings. 
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During  the  1974-75  school  year,,  each  school  faculty 
developed  its  individual  school  objectives.     In  large  part,  the 
school  objectives  reflect  school  perfofmance  on  the  ITBS. 

For  additional  local  assessment  activities,  refer  to 
Section  D  of  thi^  report. 

C,  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  Year  II  accountability  assessment  Standard  Age 
Score  (SAS)  data  on  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test  (CAT)  reveal 
that  Washington  County  pupils  in  Grades  3,  5,  7,  and  9  are  on  an 
equal  footing  with  their  counterparts  across  the  state  and  the 
nation.     County  mean  SAS  scores  on  the  1975  version  of  the  non- 
verbal battery  of  the  CAT  remained  basically  the  same  as  tjie 
previous  year.     In  essence,  student  CAT  performance,  m  terms  of 
scores  alternative  to  the  IQ,  has  been  very  consistent  over  a 
period  of  years.     This  is  indicative  of  a  potential  for  growth 
in  scholastic  achievement. 

Washington  County  schools  this  year  administered  the 
three  subtests  in  the  work-study  area  in  the  ITBS:    map  reading, 
reading  graphs  and  tables,  and  knowledge  and  use  of  references. 
Also  incorporated  in  the  testing  program  were  two  additional  ^ 
batteries  in  the  CAT  set  —  verbal  and  c^uantltative .  - 

An  examination  of  ITBS  scores  for  Washington  County  for 
the  two-year  period  just  concluding  indicates  overall  improvement 
in  Year  II  over  Year  I.  However,  scores  on  the  language  subtests, 
while  improved,  suggest  a  need  for  increased  emphasis  on  language 
skills,  particularly  in  Grades  7  and  9 .  New  language  programs  at 
the  middle  and  high  school  levels  as  outlined  iv.  Section  D.  Pro^ 
gram  Modification  Activities  are  local  attempts  to  improve  lan- 
guage  deficiencies. 

Students'  scores  in  mathematics  on  the  XTBS ,  Year  II, 
show  important  improvement  oyer  Year  I.     %Iath  scores  at  all 
levels  are  above  state  averages. 


A  revised  program  in  mathematics  is  currently* in  operatioi\ 
in  Grades  K-6.     In  1976-77,  the  program  will  expand  irfto  Grades  7 
and  8  with  a  revision  of  the  senior  high" school  math  curriculum 
planned  for  1977-78.     Even  greater  achievement  in  mathematics  is  » 
anticipated  as' this  program  becomes  established  at  all  levels. 

In  the  second"  year  of  participation  in  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program,  Washington  County  educators  have  been 
provided  with  worthwhile  information  about  the  classroom  needs 
of  s|:udents,  their  performance,  and  their  potential  as  depicted 
.Cfn\^^(2  required  tests. 
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D.  Program  Modification  Activities 


In  addition  to  objective-setting  by  school  faculties 
during  the  1974-75  school  year,  several  other  program  modifica- 
tion activities  were  carried  out. 

.  • 

A  pilot  reading  prograun  begiin  two  years  ago  at  the 
elementary  level  was  evaluated  at  the  conclusion  of  the  1974-75 
school  year.     Results  of  that  evaluation,  which  employed  the 
ITBS,   Form  6,  will  be  studied  by  the  principal  and  faculty  in 
1975-76  compared  with  results  of  the  ITBS ,  and  will  form  the 
basis  for  program  revision.     If  the  results  of  this  commercially- 
prepared  reading  program  are  highly  favorable,  the  program  can 
expand  to  other  schools. 

A  "reading  management"  system,  planned  during  the  1974- 
75  school  year,  became  operational  in  one  elementary  school  in 
early  September,  1975.     This  management  system  has  analyzed  12 
reading  series  in  common  use  in  the  county  to  determine  the  basic 
reading  skills  represented  in  each  series.     Skills,  many  of  which 
are  tested  by  the  ITBS,  have  been  organized  into  a  hierarchy. 
The  emphasis  of  the  program  is  on  mastery  of  skills  before  pro- 
ceeding to  a  new  skill  in  the  sequence.     The  program  includes  a 
variety  of  multi-media  materials  for  pupils  havijig  difficulty 
with  mastery  of  specific  skills. 

Four  county  orientation  workshops  are  being  organized 
to  prepare  for  the  administratiofi  of  the  Basic  Skills  Reading 
Mastery  Test.     Two  workshops  will  be  held  in  Hagerstown;  two 
will  be  conducted  at  schools  outside  the  city.     Classroom  teachers 
who  will  be  administering  this  test  will  be  directly  involved  in 
the  workshops . 

Program  modifications  in  science  were  continued  during 
the  1974-75  school  year.     The  Modular  Activities  Programs  in 
Science   (MAPS),  initiated  in  Grade  5  in  1974-75,  was  expanded 
to  Grades  4  and  6  for  1975-76.     The  total  MAPS  program,  Grades 
K-5,   is  being  piloted  in  one  elementary  school  this  year. 

A  pilot  individualized  reading  progrcim  using  a  diag- 
nostic/prescriptive approach  was  begun  in  one  middle  school  in 
1973-74.     In  this  program,  pupils  are  placed  at  their  level  of 
achievement  rather  than  according  to  grade  level.     Based  on 
successes^ in  1973-74,  two  additional  middle  schools  adopted  the 
program  in  1974-75.     For  the  1975-76  school  year,  two  more 
middle  schools  will  be  using  this  approach  for  individualizing 
reading  instruction.     At  the  Scime  time,  "financial  support  was 
increased  for  two  middle  schools  that  began  the  program  in  prior 
years . 
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Based  on  the  diagnostic/prescriptive  efforts  of  the 
middle  schools  and  building  on  a  continuum  of  skills,  one  high 
school  began  an  individualized  reading  program  in  1974-75. 
Three  more  high  schools  were  brought  into  the^  program  this 
Fall.  . 

In  Spring  1975,  Washington  County  administered  the 
three  sxibtests  of  the  Work-Study  Skills  section  of  th^  ITBS.  Re- 
sults of  these  tests  have  had  implications  for  curriculum  develop- 
ment and  revision  in  social  studies  in  the  1975-74  school  year. 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

During  the  past  two  years,  Washington  County '  s  -^^f  forts 
and  expenditures  have : exceeded  the  requirements  of  the  Maryland 
Accountability  Program.  .  However,  state  funding  should  be  made 
available  for  materials  necessary  to  administer  both  the  ITBS  and 
the  CAT  and  practice  tests  for  Grade  3.     There  is>also  a  need  for 
basic  electronic  MRC  scoring  and  reporting  services,  workshops 
and  inservice  programs  ih  the  field  of  psychometrics ,  field 
tripsy  to  provide  teachers  with  opportunities  to  obser^ve  exemplary 
classroom  programs  that  address  the  basic  skills  areas,  and  for 
research  and  program  development  in  gifted  and  special  education. 


P.  General  Comments 

  .  ) 

Suggested  modifications  for  MAP  are: 

•  Utilization  of  a  wide  variety  of  testing  programs, 
e.g.,  criterion-referenced  tests  with  a  reduction 
of  nonref erenced  assessment  instrumen^ts  used  to 
determine  student  performance. 

•  A  reversal  in  the  March-May  testing- schedule  so 
that  students  in  Grades  3  and  5  are  tested  first 
and  students  in  Grado^  7  and  9  are  tested  in  the 
second  half  of  the  period  cohcerned. 

•  Consideration  of  age  level  equivalents  instead 
of  grade  level  equivalents. 
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.     .  WASHINGTON  COUNTY 

SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  CpMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 

.  .  ..  '  .  (       ■  " 


A.    fOHHUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


(1) 

ixqTAL 

FORMULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAHtLY 
INCOHE„ 

(3) 

'PERCENT  i 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
v  SCHOOL  AGe  CHILDREN  ' 

.  Z—  1                             ■  ' 

106.224 

S3iOfOe3 

1^.7 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
MALES  25  Y^ARS 
OF  AGE 'OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

11,4 

11.5 

* 

!•     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS  (AS . OF  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(41 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(8) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF  SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(10) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

2  3.490  ^ 

ill»057 

11*2 

20.1 

111! 

* 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RATIO 

U3) 
ATTENDANCE 

RATE 

27.  3t 

19.6 

94.6X 

C,     flMANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(14) 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

,(17) 

PER  PUPIU  EXPENDITURES 
TOR  CENTRAL 

OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

i976*61 

i72S»03 

74.2% 

i29.e7 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
rOR  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(iB) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

3.13: 

i5.56 

0«6X 

SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  60-65,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS   TABLE.  n 
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^WASHINGTON  COUNTY 

TABLE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  • 


SKILL 
ARFAS 

(1) 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 
STUDFNTS 

13) 

PERCENT  OF 

STUPCNTS 
T  r  ■  r  r 

14) 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 

15) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
IGfc 

SCORES 

 (      A  ^  ) 

•*(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

17) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
 t  rt  )  

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(  -  H  )  

f» .  * 

3 

9/./b 

IJ 

101.^  . 

li>.99 

j.bl 

1.15^ 

VOCABUURY 

5 

1862 

97.31 

26 

101.5 

15.68 

5.00 

1.61 

7 

1882 

99.95 

.  9 

100.8 

15.37 

6.57 

1.89 

7 

^102.3 

15.67 

8.2^ 

2.09 

(21 

3 

17^13 

98.05 

27 

101.  i| 

15.99 

3.65 

1.23 

READING 
COKPRE- 
HENSIOf^ 

5 

1862 

97.10 

26 

101.5 

15.68 

5.29 

1.52 

7 

1882 

100.00 

9 

100.8 

15.37 

6.70 

1.70 

9 

'2016 

90.08 

7 

 102.3 

15.67 

8.25 

1.93 

3 

X7A3 

97.88 

27 

X0X.4 

X5.4^ 

4.11 

1.36 

SPELLING 

5 

lt62 

97.37 

26 

xox.s 

X5.68 

5.46 

1.82 

7 

X8t2 

99.79 

9 

xoo.s 

X5.37 

6.  58 

2.07 

9 

20X6 

69.29 

7 

X02.3 

X5.67 

8.21 

2.37 

3 

X7A3 

97.99 

27 

X0X.4 

X5.99 

4.10 

1.34 

CAPITAL- 

5 

X862 

97.58 

26 

X0X.5 

X5.68 

i.57 

1.70 

IZATION 

7 

X882 

99. S4 

9 

xoo.a 

15.37 

6.77 

2.15 

9 

20X6 

•9.24 

^  7 

X02.3 

15.67 

6.32 

2.49 

(5) 

3 

X743 

97.76 

27 

X0X.4 

15.99 

4.35 

1.48 

PUNCTUATION 

5 

Xt62 

97.37 

26 

'XOX.5 

W.68 

5.56 

1.69 

7 

X882 

99.84 

9 

X00.8 

15.37 

6.74 

2.04 

9 

20X6 

•8.64 

7 

X02.3 

15.67 

8. 09 

2.32 

*  SEE  CHAPTEK  3,  PAGES  66-67,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY 


TABLE  2.     SYjSTEM  LEVEL  --  NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRApE*  (CONTINUED) 

/ 


SKILL 
AREAS 


\\\ 


GKADE^ 


(2) 


NUHBEK  OF 

STUDENTS 
ENKOLLEO 


(3) 


PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


NUHIER  OF 

SCHOOLS 
TESTED 


(S) 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
ACE 
SCORE 
(SAS) 


(6) 


STANDARD 
D£V1 ATION 
(SD) 


(7) 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE) 


(6) 


STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
<SD) 


LANGUACiE 
USAGE 


1749 


97.99 


27 


101.4 


19.99 


9.72 


1U2 


f  7.42 


26 


14^1.9 


IS. 61 


9.11 


1SS2 


99.14 


100.  • 


15.37 


6^59 


2014 


•  1.69 


102.3 


15.67 


1.04 


(71 

UU4GUAGE 
TOTAL 


17W 


97.59 


27 


101.1 


15.99 


1.09 


1862 


97.05 


26 


101.5 


15.68 


5.W 


1882 


Id) 


MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 


(<3) 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 


1.10) 

MATHEfWTICAL 
TOTAL 


1743 


1B42 


1SS2 


2016 


1743 


1B62 


1BB2 


2016 


1713' 


1862 


1882 


2016 


9973^ 

g8.19 

97 .  76 
97.64 


100.8 


15.37 


6.67 


99.63 


11.19 


97,76 


97.64 


99.66 


06,34 


97.65 


97.61 


99.57 


88.05 


1.91 


1.74 


2.06 


2.24 


1.22 


1.57 


M  «IJ  I*IH  '^.^l^jf 


♦  SCE  CHAPTER  9,  ^AGES  66-69,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  T6RHS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY 
TABl E  2A. 


SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR  I   (1973^1974)   WIThT  - 
YEAR   II    (1974-1975)   DAT.A  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE.  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRAD'E  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  197* 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197«  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

IQO.l 

101.1 

5 

103.1 

101.5 

7 

103.1 

100.8 

9 

103.9 

-102.3 

'  VOCABULARY. 

3 

3.38 

.  3.51 

5 

4.97 

,5.00 

.  7 

6.71 

6.57 

9 

8.22 

8.21 

I-'  i 

READII^G  "  . 
COMPREHENSION.  . 

3 

3.54 

3.65 

5 

5.32 

5.29  , 

7 

6.91 

.  6.70 

9 

8,31 

8,25 

LAiNGUAGE 
TOTAL 

■   f 

0  3 

■  -  3.85 

1.09 

5 

5.35  "  ' 

— ^- 

6.81. 

6.67* 

9  ^ 

7.95 

,8.18.  ' 

^  HAtHEHATICAL 
1  TOTAL  ^ 

3 

3.66 

■  3.71 

5 

*  5.67 

.    5.67  " 

7 

7.31  , 

'",.8.61  - 

8,66 

♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  70-7i,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.  AND  SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS/ 
FOP.  INTERftjlETH'G  THIS  TAbLE.  '  f 


IT  SHOUL^^  ALSO  BE  NOT.ED  THAT  THE  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  I  AND  YEAR  II  ARE"^ 
FROH  DIF^RENT  STUDEJ^T  POPULATIONS,     *  ^ 
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/ 


4^7 
492 


WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (BESTER  -  POTOMAC  HEIGHTS) 
TABLE  3/    SCHOOL  LEVEL—.  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SCHOOL  NAME 


GR  ADC- 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 


TOTAL 

SCHdOL 
ENROLL' 

MENT 

It) 


PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(A)  , 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

'  SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

TOTAL 

NQ. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED ^ 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TlQf^  OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
(S) 
(12) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMl,N. 
(8)' 

94.4 

30.5 

2.0 

.12.1 

21.5 

20.0 

17.8 

10.5 

7461 

97.0 

13.6 

1.0 

9.4 

12.0 

20.5 

8.1 

11.9 

9121 

97.1 

19.0 

1.0 

14.4 

32.6 

15.0 

U.8 

10.8 

7876 

96.7 

12.0 

1.0 

12^9 

36.0 

34.6 

XX. 4 

11.0 

8523 

96.5 

12.0 

1.0 

11.6 

46.0 

23.1 

X4.6 

11.1 

7976 

95.7 

17 .0 

1.0 

4.2 

24.0 

11.1 

X5.5 

11.6 

8540 

95.6 

21..0 

2.0 

11.4 

23.8 

34.8 

4.6 

12.3 

q 

11.550 

97.3 

10.0 

1.0 

7.8 

9.0 

18.2 

4.0 

12.0 

9880 

96.5 

10.0 

1.0 

5.1 

9.0 
4 

27.3 

9.9 

11.4 

8838 

96 . 7 

3/9.0 

1.0 

19.5 

10.0 

3p\*0 

19. 1 

9.2 

7127 

97.2 

4.0 

1.0 

( 

2.0 

23.3 

41.0 

20.0 

24 . 8 

9.2 

t 

75  06 

96.4 

31.3 

9.9 

24.5 

24.0 

5.9 

12.2 

10.344 

96 . 9 

16  ■  0 

1.0 

^13.6 

15.0 

17  ■  6 

X2.3^ 

11.7 

9449 

96.6. 

13.0 

1.0 

6.4 

13.0 

7.1 

9.4 

12.1 

9954 

96.3 

25.0 

1.0 

11.0 

14 '.0 

30.8 

7.9 

11.7 

9295 

96.5 

9.0 

1.0 

8.1 

16.0 

20.0 

7.2 

■  '■■'/ 

12.4 

11^281 

95.0  ^ 

9.0 

1.0 

16.9 

6.0 

20.0 

k  9.2 

7476 

.95.8  ' 

13.0 

1.0 

9.2 

X2.7 

12.1 

10,790 

BeSTER 


BOONSBORO  ELEM 


CLEAR  SPRING 


CONOCOCHEAGUE 


ErtHA  K  DOUB 


FOUNTAIN  ROCK 


FOUNTAINDALE 


FUNKSTOWN 


GRCENBRItR 


HANCOCK 


KEEBYSVILLE 


LINCOLNSHIRE 
HAUGANSVILLE 


OLD  FORGE 


PANGBORN  BOULEVARD 


PARAMOUNT 


PLEASANT/ VALLEY 


POTOMAC  HEIGHTlS 

Q 


1-6  107 


K-6  809 


K-6  389 


K-5  327 


K-5  22% 


K-6  226 


K-5^  241 


SEE  CHAPTER  3t  -^AGES  72-73,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  T)4lS  TABLE*  ; 


WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (BESTER  -  POTOMAC  HEIGHTS) 


TABLE  4. 


WASHINGTON  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYSftM 


SCHOOL  NAME 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCH'OOL  AVERAGE- GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  \UJH  MARYLAND.  NOf^MS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERA&E  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 


SKILL  ARtAS 

•♦♦«.♦«♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦•*♦♦•<♦•♦♦••*♦•♦♦♦♦<♦«♦♦•♦♦♦♦••♦•♦•♦•••♦♦♦♦♦♦*♦*♦♦♦♦•♦*♦♦♦♦♦♦♦*♦•♦•♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦•♦♦♦♦ 

MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


VOCARULARY 


RCAOING  C0MPRCHCN5I0N 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE     MARY-       0\frrU'  AVERAGE     MARY-       UIFPTK-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFER-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


SAS 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


CNCr 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


ENCE 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


BtSTEH 


93.6 
93.6 


2,70 
3.90 


3.12 


-•65 


2.00 
4.30 


3.17 
4.62 


-•37 
-•32 


3^20 
<«•  1  0 


3^56 
^•fl7 


-•  J6 
-•77  • 


3.00 
^•60 


3.2U 
^•6o 


■.2M 
-•2fl 


BOONSbORO  ELEMENTARY 


102.5 
lUa^B 


3^50 
5^40 


CLEAR  SPRING  ELEM 


CONOCOCHEAGUE 


3^50 
U.90 


3.40 
b.OO 


3.70 
b.90 


3.28 
5.20 


3.76 
5.28 


-•?0 
■•50 


♦  •2? 
-•30 


-•36 
-•28 


3.80 
5.60 


3.70 
5.20 


3.90 
5.U0 


3^77 
5^91 


.3^  33 
5^24 


3^f^3 
5^32 


^■•03 
-•31 


♦  •37 
-•OU 


♦  •07 

♦  •08 


^•?0 
5^90 


3^90 
5^40 


^•MO 
6^00 


^•15 
b^l** 


3^72 
5^48 


^•21 
5^55 


♦  ;o5 

-•2U 


•  16 

•  00 


^•19 
♦  •U5 


3^80 


3^50 
5^70 


^(•90 
5^80 


3^76 
6^  09 


3^30 
5^**6 


3^81 
5^53 


♦  •0**' 

♦  •31 


♦  •12 

♦  ,2** 


♦  ,09 
♦•27 


EMHA  K  D0U8  ELEM 


102^8 
102.1 


3.70 
5.20 


3.72 
5.31 


-•11 


3^60 
5^30 


3^79 
5^  3** 


•  19 

•  04 


4^  10 
5^50 


^•17 
5^58 


•  07 

•  OB 


^•00 
5^60 


3^77 
5^55 


♦  •23 

♦  .05 


FOUNTAIN  ROCK 


99^9 
10U5 


3^U0 
^•80 


3^53 
5^25 


-•13 
-•«*5 


3^30 

n.60 


3^59 
5^29 


-•29  3^50 
-•69  •  ^♦•70 


3^98 
5^53 


-,*48 
-•83  • 


3^40 
5^10 


3^61 
5^50 


-.21 
-.HO 


FOUNTAINDALE 


104.8 
110.8 


^•10 
6^10 


3^B4 
6.07 


♦  •26 

♦  •03 


^•20 
6^50 


3^92 
6^00 


♦  •28 

♦  •42 


^•MO 
6^80 


^•30 
6^31 


♦  •10 

♦  •49 


4^  10 
6^90 


3^89 
6^25 


♦  •21 

♦  .65  ♦ 


funksjown 


lO&^O 
103.7 


3.70 
5.50 


4.05 
5.45 


4.05 


3.90 
5.80 


4^13 

5^48 


-•23 
♦  •32 


4^40 
5^00 


4^51 
5^71 


-•11 
♦  •09 


4^10 
6.20 


4^  00 
5^68 


♦  ,n2 

♦  •52 


GREENBRIER 


94,8 
97.8 


3^20 
4^60 


3^20 
4^93 


♦  •00 
-•33 


3.40 
4.70 


3^25 
4^98 


♦  •15 
-•28 


^•60 
4^70 


3^64 
b.22 


-•04 
-•52 


3^30 
5^00 


3^31 
5^21 


-•01 
-•21 


HANCOCK 


102^8 
97.3 


3.60 
4.60 


3.72 
4.Q8 


-•12 
-•28 


3^80 
4.90  ' 


3^79 
4^94. 


♦  •01 
-•04 


4^40 
5^20 


4^17 
5^18 


♦  •23 

♦  •02 


3^80 
5^30 


3^77 
5^17 


^.03 
♦  ,13 


KEEDYSVILLE 


99,0 
89,3 


1,40 
2,40 


3,47  -Z.Ol  •  2,60 
4,17       -1,77   ♦  3,00 


3.53 
4.26 


-,93  •  2,60 
-1,26  *  2,90 


3,92 
4,51 


ri.32  • 

-1.61  • 


2.10 
4,00 


3,*  55 
4,53 


■1,45  « 
-,53 


LINCOLNSHIRE 


107,1 
106,7 


3,90 
5,50 


3.99 
b.7l 


-,09 
-,31 


3,90 
5,70 


4,07 
5.73 


.17 
.03 


4,60 
5,90 


4,45 
5,96 


♦  ,15 
-,06 


4,10 
5,80 


4,  02 
5,92 


♦  ,08 
-.12 


MAUGAUSVILLE 


1U5,2 
lOl  ,4 


3,50 
5,30 


3.87 
5.24 


-.37 
4 , 06 


3,70 
5,60 


3,95 
b.2B 


-.25 
♦  .32 


3.fll) 
5.60 


4,321 
5,52 


-,53 
♦  ,08 


3,70 
6.00 


3,91 
5,50 


-.21 
♦  ,50  ' 


OLD  FORGE 


107,3 
104.9 


3.70 
5.60 


4.01 
5.55 


-.31 
♦  ,05 


3,90 
5,80 


4,09 
b.58 


lo 
♦  .22 


4,60 
6.?0 


4.47 
S.fli 


♦  ,13 

♦  ,39 


3,90 
6.30 


4,  04 
5,78 


-,  14 
♦  ,52 


PANGBuRN  BOULEVARD 


3 


105,6 
1U4,8 


4,30 
5,60 


4,15 
5.54 


4.15 
4.06 


4.30 
5.90 


4.24 
5,57 


♦  .06 
♦«.33 


5.10 
6.20 


4,62 
5,81 


,48 
,39 


4,40 
6.00 


4,17 
5,77 


♦  ,23 

♦  .23 


PARAMOUNT 


1,07,4 
110.0 


4,00 
6,00 


4,01* 
6,00 


-,01 
4  ,00 


4,00 
6,30 


4,09 
6.01 


.09 
.29 


4,4  0 
6.40 


4,47 
6.24 


-.07 
♦  ,16 


3;90 
6.60 


4,  04 
6.  18 


-.  14 
♦  ,42 


pleaSmNt  valley 


99,5 
96,4 


3,10 
4,20 


3,50 
4,80 


-.40 
-,60 


3,20 
4,80 


3.56 
4.06 


-.36 
-.06 


3.70 
4.80 


3.95 
5,10 


-,25 
-,30 


3.20 
5.00 


3,50 
5,10 


-,38 
-.10 


PQTOM/»C  HtlGHTS 


90,8 
101,6 


3,20 
4,80 


3,46 
5,26 


-,26 
-,46 


3,20 
5»00 


3.52 
S.30 


.32 
.  30 


3.80 
5.10 


3.90 
5.54 


-,10 
-,44 


3,40 
5,20 


3,54 
5,51 


-.14 
-,31 


1G9 


#  SEE  CHAPTER  3»  PAGES 
O     ECIAL  INSTRUCTIDNS 


ERIC 


74-75,  FDR  DEFINTTfQN  DF  TERMS,  E^C^LANATIDN  DF  ASTERISK  {♦)  ACCtDMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,  AND 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (ROHERSVILLE  -  BOONESBORO  SR  HIGH) 

TABLE  3.    "school  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL- RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


SHARPSBURG 


SMlTHBURG  ELEH 


1 

'>tRCENT 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER'S 

DECREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 

F^UPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
(3) 

AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPCRI ENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN-  ' 
TAGED 
(10) 

MEDIAN 

Educa- 

TION  OP 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

*^     SCHOOL  NAME  ' 

ZATION 
(1) 

TEACHf.R 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 

(8) 

INCOME 
(S) 
(12) 

ROHERSVILLE 

1-6 

112 
\ 

22.4 

97.1 

4.0 

N 

1.0 

0.0 

32.0 

40.0 

22.6 

9.5 

7720 

SALEM  AVENU£ 

402 

22.3 

96.3 

17.0 

1.0 

12.9 

24.0 

27.8 

18.0 

9.0 

7431 

PRE  K-5 


309         23.8         95.4  12,0  1.0 


380         24.5        97.0  14.5  1.0 


9.0        7.0  7.7 


9.4       10.0  45.2 


20.1  10.0 


12.0  11.5 


8201 


8644 


SURREV 


HILLIAHSPORT  ELEH 


K-5 


PRE  K-'5 


285         23.7         9^.6  11.0  1.0 


4.7       31.0  16.7 


756         28.0         95.8  25.0       2.0  14.9       12.3  25*^ 


13.8  11.4 


9.0 


8378 


8977 


WINTER  STREET 
WOODLAND  WAY 


P,  1-4 
Pi  1-6 


346         21.6         96.2  15.0  1.0 


7.4       29.0  25.0 


425         20.2         96.0  20.0       1.0  11.6         6.0  33.3 


20.4  ^  9.9 
12.0  11.8 


7672 
.9373 


BOONSBORG  JR  HIGH 
CASCADE  MIDDLE 


6-8 


637         22.7        9  5.7  26.0       2.0  11.0       15. 5  ?5.0 


633         20.4     -    96.8     ^      29.0  2.0 


9.8       17.0  29.0 


16.8  10.4 


8«6  12.2' 


8316 


7720 


CLEAR  SPRING  MIDDLE 
E  RUSSEL  UlZKS 
HANCOCK  SR 


NORTH  POTOMAC  JR  IHIGH 
SHITHSBURG  JR  HIGH 
WASHINGTON  MIDDLE 


6-8  483         21.0         95. 3  21.0  2.0 

6-8         1(029         21.4    '     94.7  46.0  2.0 

6-12  538         15.8         95.4  32.0  2.0 


6-8 
6-8 
5-8 


954  20.3  94.9 
440         3.9.1  96.5 


45.0  .  2.0 
21.0  2.0 


855         19.6        94.8  43.0  2.0 


10.9  15.0  30.4 

11.1  25.0  43.7 

11.7  26.5  26.5 

15.0  30.5  27.7 

6.5  18«5  21.7 

13.3  23«7  35.5 


3^.5  10.8 

12.0  11.4 

16.5  9.2 

7.9  12.1 

12.8  12.0 

18«0  10.0 


8093 
8591 
7126 


10  I  340 


9042 
7746 


WILLIAMSPORT  MIDDLE 
BOONSBORO  SR  HIGH 


6-8  755         22.2        95.7  32*0  2.0 

9-12  898         19.9         94.6  43.0  2.0 


10.7   .^14.5-  32.3 


13.9       15.7  48.9 


10.5  11.9 
15.8  10.4 


9369 


8316 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73,  .FOR  DEF^4nITI0N  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (ROHERSVILLE  -  BOONESBORO  SR) 


TABLE  4.   -SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  SCHOOL  AVERSE  GRADE  ^EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WUH  MAR.YLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES*  - 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY 
SCHOOU  SYSttM 

smll  arcas 


VOCABULARY  REAUING  COM/'REhrNSi ON  LANGUAGE  TOTAL  MATMEI^AT XCAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE 

AVERAGE. 
SAS 

AVCRAGC 
•  GE 

MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 

DjrrFR- 

EhCE 

AVERAGE 
GE 

MARY- 
LAND 
NOUM 

DlFrrR- 

lnce 

AVERAGE 
GE 

MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 

DIFFCR- 
FNCE 

AVERAGE 
GE 

MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 

DIFFER 
EHCE 

ROHUEHSVILLE 

b 

99,  5 
96.1 

3.  BO 
t«.60 

3.  50 
4.76 

♦ .  30 
-.10 

4.10 
4. BO 

3 1  b6 
4.B4 

♦  •  54 
-.04 

4 .  ?0 
4.70 

3 . 95 
5.08 

♦ .  ?5 
-.36 

3.90 
5.20 

3. 56 
5.07 

♦  32 
/.1 3 

SALEM  AVENUt 

3 

96.2 

2*00 

3.42 

-.62  • 

3.30 

3.46 

-.  1 A  ' 

3.f>0 

3.  00 

-.26 

3.40 

3.51 

-.11 

SMARPSBURG 

3 

5 

3.30* 
4.90 

3.30 
4.90 

4  .00 
-.00 

3.50 
4.90 

3.  36 
5.03 

4.14 
-.13 

3.00 
4.90 

3.74 
5.27 

'  ^.06 
-.37 

3.  50 
5.60 

3.40 
5.26 

♦  .  10 

♦  ,34 

SMlTHSBURG  t.LEM 

3 

5 

101.2 
iOO ,  0 

3.90 
5.20 

3.61 
5.12 

4  .29 
♦  .  OQ 

3.90 
5.30 

3.66 
•5.17 

♦  .2? 

♦  .IS 

4.  R0 

5.  '40 

4.06 
5.40 

♦  .44 
♦ .  00 

4.10 
5,  50 

3.66 
5.36 

♦  ,42 

♦  12 

SURREY 

3 
5 

105  1 
103!6 

3*50 
5.10 

3 .  B6 
5.44 

.  JO 

-.34 

3  BO 
5.*6p 

3 . 94 
5.47 

—  .14 
4.13 

4.00 
5.60 

4  32 
5!70 

— .  32 
-.10 

3.70 
5. BO 

5.67 

♦  ,13 

WILLI AMSPORT  ELLM 

3 

5 

100.1 
103.4 

3.50 
5.00 

3.54- 
5.42 

-.04 
-.42 

^  3.70 
5.60 

3.60 
5.45 

♦  .10 

♦  .15 

4.10 
6.00 

3.99 
5.69 

♦  .11 

♦  .31 

3.60 
6.00 

3.62 
5.66 

-,02 
♦  ,34 

WlNTEH  STUtET 

3 

93.9 

2. no  ' 

3.14 

-.34 

3.00 

3.19 

-.19 

3.?0 

3.56 

-.36 

3.00 

3.26 

-T,26 

WOODC>CNirwAY 

3 

5 

90.7 
91.3 

3.20 
4.40 

2.94  ' 
4.35 

♦  .26 
4.05 

3.20 
4.60 

2.97 
4.43 

♦  .23 

♦  .17 

3.60 
4.60 

3.36 
4.66 

♦  .24 
-.06 

3.60 
5.20 

3.07 
4.69 

♦  ,53 

♦  ,51 

BOONStiORO  JR  HIGH 

7 

99.2 

6.50 

6.65 

-.15 

6.60 

6.66 

-.OB 

6.40 

6.79 

-.39 

7.ip 

6,92 

♦  ,16 

3 

101.5 
100. ft 
100.2 

3.70 
5.40 
6^90 

3.63 
5.19 
6.76 

♦  .07 
«.2l 
4  .14 

3.  TO 

5.50 
7.10 

5.23 
6.76 

— 



 KtM^ 

3.70 

b 
7 

'^.27 
♦ .  3? 

5.40 
6.90 

5.47 
6  .OB 

-.07 
♦ .  02 

^.90 
5.60 
7  .50 

5.45 
7.  02 

♦  ,20 

♦  ,15 
♦ ,  48 

CLEAR  SPRING  MIDDLE 

7 

100.3 

6.30 

6.77 

-.47 

6.40 

6.79 

-.39 

6.20 

6.fl9 

-.69 

6.60 

7.03 

-,23 

E  RuSbtLL  HICKS 

7 

9B.4 

6.50 

6.56 

-.06 

6.60 

6.60 

♦  .00 

6.60 

6.71 

-.11 

7.00 

6.64 

♦  ,16 

HANCOCK  SH 

7 
9 

97.3 
96.6 

'6.20 
7.70 

6.44 
B.ll 

-.?4 
-.41 

6.10 
7. BO 

6.49 
B.D5 

-.39 
-.25 

5.90 

7«30 

6.61 
B.  13 

-.71 
-.63 

6.40 
B.20 

6.73 
6.22 

-,33 
-,02 

NORTH  FOTOMAC  JR  HI 

7 

105.2 

7.10  • 

7.30 

-.?o 

7.20 

7.29 

-.09 

7.60 

7.36 

♦  .24 

7.60 

7,54 

♦  ,06 

SMITHSDURG  JR  HIGH 

7 

101.0 

6.60 

6.04 

-.24 

6.60 

^6.66 

-.06 

6.40 

6*96 

-.56 

7.10 

7,11 

-,01 

WASHINGTON  MIDDLE 

& 
7 

99.6 
101.7 

4.50- 
6.20 

5.10 
6.92 

-.60  ' 
-.72 

5.00 
6.50 

5.15 
6.93 

-.15 
-.43 

5.00 
6.60 

5.39 
7.03 

-.39 
-.43 

5.50 
7.20 

5.37 
7»16 

♦  ,"13 

♦  ,02 

WiLLlAMSPORT  MIDDLE 

7 

100, £ 

6.50 

6.76 

-.26 

6.60 

6.70 

-.16 

6.40 

6.68 

-.46 

7.10 

7.02 

♦  ,06 

600NS60R0  SR  HIGH 

9 

103.6 

6«2g 

6.71 

-.51 

B.20 

6.65 

-.45 

6.20 

6.64 

-,44 

6.70 

6.76 

-,06 

4 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3»  PAGES  7A-75i   FDR  DEFINITIDN  DF  TERMS,   EXPLANATIDN  DP  ASTCRISK   (♦J  ACCDMPAnYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCDRESi  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PRDVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (CLEAR  SPRING  HIGH  -  WILLIAMSPORT  HIGH) 

TABLE  3.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PR0FILE4= 


SCHOOL  NAME 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
SATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
..5CH00L 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
13) 

PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 

(^) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERI EWCE 

PERCENT 

STAFF 
MASTER' S 

DEGREE 
OR  ADOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 

VAN- 
TAGED 
(10) 

ME.DI  AN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FA/HLY 
INCUMl 
(») 
( 12) 

TEACHER 
(3) 

ADMIN. 

(6) 

fEACHER 
17) 

ADMIN. 
(0  ) 

CLEAR  SPRING  HKH 

9-12 

^60 

17'il 

93.1 

26.0 

2.0 

11.9 

1^.9 

39.3 

1-V.7 

10.8 

6089 

NORTH  HAGERSTpWN  SR 

HlCH_ 

9_-:i2_ 

li7^5 

if:  8 

BB.9 

8^.0 

^.0 

12.9 

26.3 

A7.7 

6.9 

12.0 

9676 

SMITHBURG  SR  HIGH 

9-12 

B92 

22.9 

9^.6 

37.0 

2.0 

11.3 

13.0 

38.3 

1A.3 

12.0 

8366 

SOUTH  HAGERSTOWN  SR 

HIGH 

9-12 

li599 

21.0 

90.5 

73.0 

3.0 

13.3 

17.6 

33.3 

16.  8 

11.1 

82A1 

WILLIAMSPORT  HIGH 

9-12 

lilOB 

21.3 

92.0 

30.0 

2.0 

12.6 

28.0 

^0.^ 

10.8 

11.9 

9321 

t  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72-73i   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDEJ)  IN  THIS  TABLE* 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY   (CLEAR  SPRING  HIGH  -  WILLIAMSPORT  HIGH) 


TABLE  4*     SCHOOL  LEVEL  — •  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL 
WASHINGTON  COUNTY      AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES-l 


SCHOOL  SYbTbM 


SKILL  ARCaS 


VOCAOULARY 


READING  COHPRCHCNSlON 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


SCHOOL  NAME  GRADE  AVCRACE  AVEHAOC     MAtty-      OlFfCW-  AVERAGE     MAKY-      DlFpFR-  AVERAGE     MARY-      DIFFER-  AVERAGE     MARY-  DtFFER- 


SAS 


LAND  EiiCr 
QE  NORM 


LANU  Er^CE 
GE  NORM 


LAND  CNCE 
GE  NORM 


LANa  E^ICE 
GE  NORM 


CLEAR  SPRING  HIGH  9  100.3  B.IO 

N0RT>1  MAGERSTOWN  SR  9  10<).0  8.50 

SHITHSOURG  SR  HIGH  9  10^•S  0.30 

SOUTH  HAGERSTOKN  SR  9  97.5  8.00 

WltLlAMSPOUT  HIGH  9  lOt.9  8.D0 


8,31  8,10  8.24 

.     0,63  -,33  8.50  e.77 

0,79  -,t*9  8,30  8.73 

7.90  *,02  8.00  7.92 

8.8^  8.50  8.78 


-.11)  7.70  6.29  -.59  8.20 

-.27  8.^0  ,    8.7IJ  -.5^  9.10. 

-.43  8.10  6.71  -.61  8.60 

♦  .08  8.?0  6.02  4.16  8.<10 


-.26  8.70 


6.75 


.05  6.80 


6.<11 
6.89 
8.66 
6.10 
6.90 


-.21 
♦•21 
-.26 
♦ .  30 
-.10 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  7^^-75,   FDR  DEFINITION  DF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  DF  ASTERISK   {t)  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES.  AND 
SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INTERPRETING  THE  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TA*LE- 
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LOCAL  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~ 


ACCOUNTi^BTL^TY  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION 


4.2.23 


Wicomico  County 


A. 


Present  Status  of  the  Accountability  Program 


During  1973-74,  county  level  educational  goals  in  the 
specific  areas  of  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics  were  developed 
by  members  of  the  Division  of  Instruction  using  the  format  suggested 
by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education.     Descriptive  state- 
ments  were  written  explaining  the  intent  of  each  goal  Hnd  suggested 
means  for  achieving  that  goal.     These  county  goals  were  then  pre- 
sented  to  school  principals  for  review,  along  with  examples  of  school 
level  educational  objectives.     Plans  were  made  fdr  faculty  inservice 
meetings  in  each  school' to  familiarize  the  staff  with  county  Ipvel 
educational  go^als  and  to  begin  development  of  school  level  educational 
objectives. 

V 

^  During  1974-75,  each  ^chool  formed  ^committees  to  develop 

a  school  philosophy  and  to  outline  school  program^ob jectives  in  the 
areas  of  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics.     Staff ^members  from  the 
Division  of  Instruction  provided  consultative  services  as  requested. 
By  mid-December,  each  school  submitted  a  firpt  draft  to  the' central 
'Office.  *  \ 

■  ■    ^  \ 
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These  drafts  were  reviewed,  returned  to  the  school  committee  for 
revision  and  a  second  draft  was  submitted  to  the  central  office  in 
February.     The  final,  revised  version  of  the  document  was  presented 
to  the  entire  school  faculty  for  approval  before  being  submitted  tO' 
the  central  office  on  March  15,  1975.  '"^ 

B.  Local  Assessment  Activities 

Local  assessment  activities  have  included  examining  exist- 
ing  curricula  in  view  of  local  goals  and  objectives.     Assessment  was 
made  to  ascertain  whether:     the  goals  and  objectives  were  realistic 
and  measurable;  ample  emphasis  was  placed  on  the- teaching  of  the  basic 
skills;  and  sxibject  matter  was  functional  or  related  to  daily  living. 

School  level  goals  and  objectives  in  all  svibject  areas 
have  also  been  developed  by  secondary  schools  in  the  county. 

The  ^Vocational-Technical  Center  Program  has  been  evaluated 
in  terms  of  the  performance  objectives  described  in  a  new  evaluation 
measure  devised  by  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education. 


C.  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

During  Spring  1975,  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills 
(ITBS)  were  administered  for  the  second  time.     Since  the  tests  have 
not  beerf  administered  to  the  same  students,  it  is  difficult  to  determine 
progress,  strength,  or  patterns.     However,  the  197  5  test  results 
indicate  that  Wicomico  County  compared  favorably  with  the  average 
scores  for  Maryland  schools.     Analysis  of  the  results  indicates  improve- 
ment and  progress  over  results  from^jfehe  previous  year ,  particularly 
t      in  the  areas  of  reading  comprehen^dn  and  spelling.     Ninth  grade  scores 
are  consistently  higher  Uxan  fhe  state  average  in  ^all'  arenas. 


D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

Program  modification  and  services  to  improve  the  quality 
Of  education  have  always  been  an  ongoing  concern  in  Wicomico  County. 
An  example  of  this  county  policy  is  the  basic  skills-oriented  program 
in  mathematics  which  hais  been  implemented  in  the  county.     This  program 
is  structured  to  allow  concentration  on  a  specific  skill  until  mastered. 
Greater  stress  has  been  placed  on  fundeunentals  of  operations. 
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In  addition,   a  workshop  held  during  Sumner  1975 
used  local  and  state  program  goals  to  develop  new  curriculum  guides 
in  mathematics. 


In  the  language  skills  area.  Grades  K-8,  a  new  program  in 
g'rammar  and  composition  is  being  used.     This  program  agrees  with  the 
educational  goals  and  objectives  of  Wicomico  County  and  seems  to  pro- 
vide appropriate  training' in  the  skills  tested  by  the  ITBS. 

>?orkshops  during  Summer  1975  included  survival  reading 
for  elementary  and  secondary  teachers  to  prepare  curriculum-oriented 
mini-units  supplemented  by  related  learning  stations.     The  interest 
expressed  by  teachers  was  great  enough  to  begin  the  second  workshop 
in  September  to  continue  through  the  first  semester. 

E.  Unmet  Needs  for  Resources  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Services 

There  is  a  need  for  additional  inservice  training,  better 
staff  differentiation  and  more  effective  use  of  ancillary  personnel. 
All  of  these  stjbuld  help  to  bring  about  an  improvement  in  the  quality 
of  education  and  bring  the  state  and  local  accovintability  goals  into 
better  focus. 
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WICOMICO  COUNTY 

<  - 

TABLE  1.     SYSTEM, LEVEL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


*.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 


\^  (1. 

\  TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 

Income 

(3) 

PERCENT 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

'     ^7 . 10  3 
^  f  

$10t206 

17.9 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL  ^ 
MALES   25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLI>ER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
FEMALES  25  YEARS 
OF   AGE  OR  nLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

10.  B  . 

^                        11.  1 

1.     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS    (AS  OF   SEPTEMBER,  197i») 


(6) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(B) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEAR5 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(la) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR 
EXPERIENCE 

13, 796 

SlOi 6BB 

S16 1 290 

12.5 

21.^ 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

(12) 

PUPIL/STAFF 
RAT  10 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RATE 

16.  7;^ 

IB. 7 

9d  .  i% 

C.     FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  1973-197^  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


(lA) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

TOTAL^ 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  INSTRUCTION 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FDR 
INSTRUCTION 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE  ^ 
ADMINISTRATION 

S91B.27 

S679. 17 

7^. OX 

il7.27 

(18) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL  OFFIC^ 
ADMIN  I  STRAT  ION  .  . 

(19) 
PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

i.9X 

S5.20 

0.6X 

«  SEE  CHAPTER   3,    PAGES  60-65,   FOR  DEFINITION  OF   TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE, 
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WICOMICO  COUNTY 


« 


..TABLE  2.     aVSTEH  LEVEL  -'-.NONVERBAL  ABILITY  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT  IN  AVERAGE  GRAI)^  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,  BY.^SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


SMLL 
ARF.AS 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 
STUDENTS 

(3) 

♦ 

PERCENT^OF 
:  STUDENTS 

Tr  «•  r  »« 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
T  r  '  T  r  h 

(51 
AVERAGE 
STANDARD 
AGE 

SCORES 

{  ^  A  J 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(  'T^l 

(7) 

AVERAGE 

GRADE 

EQUIVALENT 

SCORES 
(.ri 

(6) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

(3.) 

3 

1U81 

98.43 

lb 

99.9 

Ib.ll 

J747 

1.09  * 

VOCABULARY 

5 

1U7 

100.00 

15" 

101.7 

15.10 

5.21 

 X 

)  1-^7 
 -m — 

.  7 

U03 

87.22. 

99.8 

15.02  ^ 

6.78 

1.81 

,9 

1081 

80.81 

^ 

302.0 

.  11.54 

8,57 

1.88 

121 

3 

1081 

98.43 

15 

99.9  • 

15.22 

3.61  . 

1.18 

READING 
COMPRE- 
HENSIOri 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10 

5.33 

l.l'^ 

7 

1103 

87.22 

99.8 

15.02 

6.91 

1.67 

9 

inpii 

80.81 

^ 

102.0 

14.54 

8,53 

1.73 

3 

10  BX 

9fl.  <»3 

15 

99.9 

15.22 

<> .  30 

1.  31 

SPELLING 

5 

1X17 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10 

5.75 

1.70 

7 

1X03 

B7.22 

99.  B 

15.02 

7^23 

2.03 

9 

X0B4» 

'10. B3. 

102.0 

lA .  5A 

6.60 

2.  06 

3 

XOBX 

91.^3 

15 

99.9 

15.22  V 

3.13 

1.27 

CAPITAL- 

5 

1X17 

3.00.00 

15 

.  101.7 

15.10 

5.34 

1.63 

IZATION 

7 

3.3.03 

B7.22 

99.  B 

15.02 

6.69 

1.97 

9 

XOBA 

10. Bl 

102.0 

1A.5A 

6.62 

2.07 

(5) 

3 

3.063. 

9e.<.3 

15 

99.9 

15.22 

3.97 

\.36 

PUNCTUATION 

3.3.17 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10 

5.50 

1.61 

ft- 

3.3.03 

B7.22 

99.6 

15.02 

6.60 

1.97 

xoa^ 

BO. 11 

4 

102.0 

14.54 

1.50^ 

2.14 

•  SEE  CHAPTER  3,   PAGES  e|6-A7,  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND, SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TAB^. 
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lAIUE  2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY   SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE*  (CONTINUED) 
I 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

AVERAGE 

(6) 

(71 
AVERAGE 

^  '  *(6l 

,  SKILL 
AKEAS 

gkade 

NUMBER  op 

STUDENTS 

ENROLLED 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

.  NUMIFK  OF 

SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

STANJDARD 
AGE 
SCORE 
(  SAS) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

{  St)» 

GRADE 
EQUIVALEt^T 
«  SCORES 

(GE) 

STANDARD 
DEVIAT ION 
(SD) 

3 

lOOl 

96^43 

15 

99.9 

15.22 

3.65 

1.35 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15  ^ 

101.7 

15. iU) 

,  ■  V- 

5.34 

1..&9 

7 

1103 

67.22 

4 

15.02 

6.96 

2.64 

9 

1064 

60.61 

4 

102.0 

14.54 

6.63 

2.13 

(7) 

3 

1081 

98.43 

15 

99,9 

15.22 

3.9^1 

1.15 

LAf^GUAGE 
TOTAL 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10 

5.^18 

1.45 

7 

-  1103i 

87.22 

^ 

99.8 

15.02 

6.97 

1.74 

9 

80.81 

in?.n 

L82^ 

. . .  ^ 

id  I 

3 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15. >0 

1.4i 

7 

1103 

67.22 

4 

99.6 

15.02 

7.16 

1.63 

•  9 

1064 

60.61 

4 

102.0 

14.54 

1  

6.94 

1,79 

(  9  1 

1011 

96.43 

15 

99.9 

15.22 

— ,  _  . 

3.37 

.99 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10 

5.17 

1.33 

7 

1103 

67.22 

4 

99.  S 

15.02 

6.60 

1.69 

9 

1064 

60.61 

4 

102.0 

14.54 

S.61 

1.14 

(10) 

3 

1081 

98.^13 

15 

99.9 

15.22 

3.^15 

_j2   

.91 

MATHErtATICAL 
TOTAL 

5 

1117 

100.00 

15 

101.7 

15.10  . 

5.32 

1.29 

7 

1103 

87.22 

^ 

99.8 

15.  oi 

6,99 

1.55 

9 

108^ 

80.81 

102.  n 

1^5^  1 

1.70 

.    1^^^  i  I  I  *^ 


•  SEE  CHAPTER 


3.   PAGES  66-69.   FOR  DEFINITIOn'oF   TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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7ADLF   TA.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  OF  YEAR   I -( 1973-1974 )  WITH 

YEAR  .II  (1974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  1,97'. 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
'-97*  -  1975 

NONVERBAL 
ABILITY 

3 

99.8 

99,9 

5 

101.3 

101.7 

7 

98.2 

99'.  8 

9 

103.2  • 

102.0 

VOCABULARY 

3 

3.44 

3.47 

5 

5.14 

5.21 

7 

6.76 

6.78 

9 

8.73 

8.57 

a  y 

'  V 

READING 
COMPREHENSION 

3  • 

3.56 

3.61 

5 

5,28 

5.33 

-7 

6i86 

ffr94 

9 

8,56 

8,53 

LANGUAGE 
TOTAL . 

3 

3.88 

3.94 

5 

5.42 

5.48 

7 

6.77 

,6.97 

9 

8,70 

8.69 

'■1  rj^lMHI-""'^ 

HATHEmTICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

3.47 

3.45 

5 

5.y 

5.32 

7 

6.94 

6.99 

9  ; 

8.88 

8,77  » 

♦     StE  CHAPTER   3.    PACES    70-71,    FOR   lAiFlNITION  OF   TERMS  AND   SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR  INTERPRETING   THIS  TABLE. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE   NOTED  THAT    THE    SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR    I   AND  YEAR   II  ARE 
FROM  DI FFERENT   STUDENT   POPULATIONS.  ' 
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»  WICOMICO  COUNTY* (BEAVER  RUN  -  WICOMICO  JR  HIGH) 

'  TABLE  3*     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  COMMUN,^  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE*- 


PERCENT 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE 
*  (4) 

( 

PtRCENT 

STAFF 
MASTFR' S 

DEORCE 
OR  ABOVE 
(9) 

^  S.CHQOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2) 

PUPIL/ 
STA^F 
RATIO 
(31 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPf RIENCE 

PERCENT 
DISAD- 
VAN- 
TAGED 

,  (101 

MfDIAN 
EDUCA- 
TION OF 
MOTHER 
(11) 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 
( t ) 
(12  ) 

SCHOOt  NAME 

TEACHER 
(5) 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACI^ER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(8) 

lEAVER  RUN 

K,2-6 
# 

609 

2a«9 

97.3 

25.7 

2.0 

9.4 

18.1 

15.7 

^29.0 

10.8  ' 

8^52 

DELHAR  MARYLAND* 

• 

964 

26.4 

96.7 

34.5  . 

2.0 

10.7 

27.5 

16.8  ' 

15.6 

lt)f.6 

8143 

EAST  SALISBURY 

K,2-6 

530 

19.1 

97.1 

25.7 

2.0 

13.3 

?6.7 

11.3 

11.  q  ' 

8891 

FRUIT LAND 

K-6  * 

888 

20.4 

96.2* 

40.5 

3.0 

13.3 

18.6 

8.4 

t  ''l9.1 

\ 

>  11.1 

9131 

GLEN  AVENUE  ' 

K,2-6 

604 

21.1- 

96.3 

26.6 

2.0 

8.5 

24.0  * 

18.5 

9.6 

11.1 

12.0 

9493 

NORTH  SALISBURY 

K,2-6 

555 

20.0 

97.0 

211^8 

2.0 

12.1 

18.0 

20.5 

14.7 

9399 

NORTHWESTERN        *            PRE  K-6 

224 

19.9 

97.8 

9.5  ' 

1.-7 

13.7 

18.9 

4.4 

19.8 

10.5 

8113 

PEHBERTON 

K,2-6 

189 

15.6 

96.8 

11.1 

1.0 

19.8 

13.0 

20.7 

20.8 

11.4 

( 

8261 

PiNbHUftST 

K,2-6 

519 

17.0 

96.8 

28.5 

2.0 

12.7 

23.0 

14.1 

12.3 

ft 

10>398 

POWEL-LVItLE 

1^6 

78 

21.1 

97.1 

2.7 

1.0 

23.2 

27.0 

0.0 

t 

24.7 

10.1 

ft74  3 

• 

PRINCE  STREET 

K ,  2  -6 

549 

18.6 

95.3 

27.5 

2.0 

11.3 

27.5 

12.3 

13,6 

11.0 

« 

8931 

SHARP TOWN 

1-6 

92 

16.7 

97.9 

.  4.0 

1.5 

17.3 

23.3 

9.1 

23.2 

10.5  V 

8113 

MESTSIDE                           PRC  K-6 

569 

17.7 

96.8  ' 

28.8 

3.3 

16.3 

23.8 

12.9 

34.9 

9.9 

6611 

WILLARDS , 

K-6 

154 

23.0 

96.1 

5.7 

^.0 

9. .6 

32.0 

14.9 

22.6 

10.1 

8743 

PiTTtVlLLE 

K-12 

60S 

95.0 

31.1 

3.0 

10.0 

17.9 

22.0 

22.1 

10.1 

8743 

BENNETT  JR  HIGH 

7-9  lrA61 

20.9 

93.5 

67.0. 

3.t) 

8.8 

17.5* 

12.9 

19.1 

X 

11.2 

8624 

HARDELA  SR  JR  HIGH 

7-12 

595 

18.7 

94.9 

29.8 

2.0 

12.5 

19.7 

18.9 

20.4 

10.4 

•  001 

WICOHICO  JR  HIGH 

7-9  .  1,353 

20.0 

93.8 

64.5 

3*0 

10.6 

18.7'' 

23.7 

13.9 

11.1 

•982 

f  SSE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  72~73i  FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WICOMICO  COUNTY   (BEAVER  RUN       WICOMICO  JR  Hi'tJH) 


TABLE  4, 


WlCOHOCO  CUUt«<TY 
SCHOOL  StSTtM 


SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  *BY 
SKILL  AREA,  COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOOL  , 
AVERAGE   STANDARD  AGE  SCORES* 

Skill  arcas 


SCHOOL  NAME 


VOCAOULARY 

GRADE  AVERAGE  AVEftAOE  MARY- 
LAND 

SAS  GE'     .  NORM 


READING  COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATHEMATICAL  TOTAL 


DlFrrR-  AVERAGE     MARY-       DIFFTR-  AVtPAGE  MARY 


Ef.cr 


LAND 
NORM 


EfiCt 


GE 


LAND 
NOi^M 


DiFrCR-  AVERAGE 
ENCE 


MARY- 
LAND 
NORM 


hlFF€R- 
tMCE 


BEAvER  RUN 
*  DLUHAK  MARYLAND 


100.6 


102.0 


3.45 
b.02 


3,57 
•b.OO 


T  "5.^57 
5.24 


3.62 
5.30 


-.12 
-.2? 


-.05 
-.30 


3.3B 
5.23 


3.69 
5,24 


5.64 
5.26 


3,69 
5.33 


•*26 
-.05 


♦  .00 
-.09 


3.fl2 
5.60 


3.69 
5.0B 


4.02 
5.52 


4.q7 

5.57 


-.20 
♦  ,08 


-.30 
-.49 


3.41 
5.09 


3.46 
5.30 


3,65 
5.50 


3.69 
5.54 


-.S4 


-•21 
-.24 


EAST  SALISBURY 


FRUITLAND' 


95.7 
99.0  I 


96.4 


5.36 
5.07 


3.46 
5.45 


3.26 
5.  10 


3.3Q  , 
5.39 


4.1? 

-.03 


4.  in 

4.06 


3.43 
5.31 


3.65 
5.50 


3.31 
5.15 


3.36 
5.42 


♦  .1? 
4.  16 


♦  .29 
-f.OA 


3.76 
5.40 


4. Ins 
5.62  , 


3.70 
5.39 


3.74 
5.65 


♦  .06 

♦  .01 


♦  .31 
-.03 


3.31  . 
5.24 


3.47  J 
5.2r 


3.36 
5.37 


3i40 
5,62 


-.05 

-.ft** 


GLEN  AVENUL 


100.2 
i00,7 


3.47 
5.16 


3.55 
5.  IB 


-.06 
-.0? 


3.74 
5.27 


3,61 
5.22 


♦  I  13 
«k05 


4.l7x 
5.50 


4.00 
5.46 


♦  .17 

♦  .04 


3.41 
5.34 


3.6? 
5.41* 


NORTH  SALISBURY 


3 
'5 


.90.9 
101.9 


3.21 
5.41 


3.4b 
5.29 


-.25 
♦  .12 


5.42 
5.31 


5^.52 
5.33 


->  10 
-.02 


3.73 
S.53 


3.91 
5.56 


-.16 
-.03 


3.27 
5.40 


3.55. 
5.54 


^>  .  1  4 


NORTHWESTERN 


plhbekton 


99.3 
105.1 


104.9 
104.  1 


3.49 
5.00 


3.74 
5.75 


3.49 
5.57 


3.ft5 
5.46 


4.00 

-.57 


.11 
,27 


3.60 
5,20 


3.55 
5.62 


3.55 
5.60 


3,93 
5,51 


4  .25 
-.40 


-♦36 
♦  ai 


4.06 
5.64 


4.16 
5.64 


3.94 
5.63 


4.31 
5.75 


♦  .14 
-.19 


.15 


3.44 
5.10 


3,75 


♦;09  5.99 


3.57 
5.79 

P  . 

3<90 


-.  15 
-»69 


-.15 
♦  .26 


PINEHURST 


'POkELLVlLLt 


105.6 
106.6 

^= 

57.5 


5.96 
5.60 


2.97 
5.92 


5.90 
5.72 


5.25 
4  .00 


4  .06 
4.06 


-.?6 
-.06 


4.06 
5.96 


5.47 
5.69' 


5,97 
5.74 


5.-26 
4.09 


♦  •09 

♦  .22 


♦  .19 
-.20 


4.52 
5.9*t 


5.67 
4.21 


4.55 
5.97 


5.67 
4  .54 


.03 
,05 


♦  .00 
-.15 


5.60 
5.69 


5.40  , 
4.26 


3.9»t 

i*34 
.11.37 


-.14 
-.0** 


4  .06 
-.09 


PRINCE  STRttT 


SHARPTOWN 


WtSTSlOE 


97.6 
1U0.6 


96.6 
102.0 


1U5.6 
105.0 


5.41 
5.32 


5.64 
5.50 


5.t«4 
4.69 


5.44 
5.52 

5.8^ 

5.67 


5.74 
5.09 


5.44 
5.25 


5.52 
5.55 


5.04 
5.4? 


♦  .on 

♦  .09 


♦  .51 

♦  .34 


.  10 
.55 


5.61 
5.57 


4.52 
5.76 


4.11 
5.60 


5.62 
5.47 


3.90 
5.57 


4.22 
5.65 


-.01 
♦  .10 


♦  .42 

♦  .19 


-.11 
-.0^ 


5.55 
5.21 


5.49 
5.'^9 


5,^2 
.S.^7  4 


3.47  -.14 
5.45  -.24 


5.54 
5.54 


5.62 
5.62 


-,05 
-.05 


-.20 
-.35 


willakds 


*7.2 
96.5 


2.96 
4  .99 


5.55 
4.97 


-.59 
♦  .02 


5.25 
5,07 


5,41 
5,02 


-.16 
♦  .05 


.3.4  4 
5.15 


5.60 
5.26 


-.56 
-.11 


^."96 
5.<»ft 


3.45 
5.25 


-.H9 
♦  .19 


PITTSVlLLE, 


100,9 
95,0 
96,2 

101,4 


5,10 

6,7? 
0.52 


5,59 
4,60 
'6,5? 
^,4  5 


-,49 
4,?5 

♦  ,40 

♦  ,09 


5,42 
5,  06 
7,17 
8,69^ 


5,66 
4,74 
6,36 
0.57 


-.2*1 

♦  •5t( 

♦  .7«>  • 

♦  .52 


M.ll 
4.64 
6.40 
6.21 


4.04 
4.99 
6.50 

e.'«o 


♦  .07 
-.15 
-.10 
-.19 


5»M7 
5,11 
7.06 
5|02 


3.66 
4  .99 
6.61 
6.52 


-.19 

♦  .12 

♦  .MS 

♦  .50  ^ 


BLNNETT  jR  HIGH 


MAROELA  SH  OH  HIGH 


100.2 
101.5 


99^9 
99.0' 


6.95 
6,50 


6.46 
tt.25 


6.76 
6.45 


6.72 
0.25 


♦  .17 
4.05 


-.26 
4.00 


7.11 

6r**6 


•6.'»5 
0.56 


6.76 
6.56 


6.75 
fl.l9 


♦  .55 

♦  .06 


.50 
.  19 


7.?0 
6.72 


6.56 
6.52 


6.66 
6.41 


6.66 
6.24 


♦  .32 

♦  ,51 


-.50 
♦  .20 


7.16 
p.76 

0,69 


7.02 
6.55 


6.99 
6.55 


♦  .!*» 

♦  •23 


-.15 
♦  .3M 


WICOMICO  ^R  HIGH 


99,9 
105,2 


6,75 
6.7'| 


6,72 
0,64 


4.01 
♦  .10 


6,06 
0,57 


6.75 
6.56 


♦  .11 
-.01 


6.94 
fl.70 


6.66 
6.50 


♦  .08 

♦  .20 


6.65 
6.76 


6,«)9 
6,72 


-,1M 
♦  ,04 


ERIC 


«  SEE  CHAPTER  3.  PAGES  7.-75.   FOR  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS.   EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK  ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFEWNCE"  SCORES.  AND 
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A  '  Presen'b  Status  of  .the  Accountability  Program 

 '■  '        '         '  T    • %  > 

.     •  '    ^The  Worcester  County  AccountabiUty  P^^Qgi^eriri'  difring  Year  II 
was  ponf  ined  ,to  asse'ssitient  Of  students  in  Grades  3  ^^^5^.  7 ,  apd  9  by 
using,  the  Iowa  te^ts  of  Basic  Skills,  the  Qognm^^^gA^m^^^^^  Test, 
and/'objective-setting  activities  in  the  areas  of  readj.n§ ,  Writing, 
an^  "xnathematlcs .    .  '  / 

.  The'ata^f  of 'eacli' Worcester  County  school  was  charged  with 

tfee  task  of  'developing  objectives  that  are  consistent  with  the 
fiyste^nwide  goals.  Eat:h  elementary,  middle  and  high  school  in 
Worcester  County,  developed  writing  taams^ comprised  of  teachers  and 
other  appropriate  resource  personnel  within  the  school  system.  All 
principals,  resource  teachers,  elementary  te^ti'ers,  and  those 
secondary  teachers  responsible  for  teaching  Reading,  writing,  and 
mathematics  participated  in  pbjecti\/e  setting  activities.  Each 
school  submitted  its*  objectives  to  the  central  efface  for  review 
prior  to  April  1,   1975.  Committees  under  the  direction  of  the  County 
Accountability  Qoordinator  were  established  to  review  school  objec- 
tive9  and  recommend  changes School -objectives  were  evaluated  by 
the  review  committees  using  the  following  criteria: 

•  acceptable  form,  f  '  ^  ^ 
m  consistency  with  cou'nty  and  state  goals,     .  •  " 

•  performance  orientation,  and 

•  method  of  evaluation. . 
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Aftex  reviewing  school  objectives,  the  committees  sub- 
mitted  their  comments  and  suggestions  to  the  Accountability  Coor- 
dinator who  infor^ied  each  school  of  the  acceptance  of  school 
objectives  and  made  comments  and  suggestions  for  study  and  modi- 
fication.    Some  general  comments  regarding  the  evaluation  used  ' 
by  the  review  committees  are  as  follows: 

•  Is  the  objective  stated  in  acceptable  form?  School' 
objectives  were  organizedT into  a  logical  format. 
The  language  was  precise  and  the  objectives  were 
easy  tc  understand. 

•  Is  the  objective  consistent  with  the  county  and 
state  goals?    All  sclidol  objectives  were  organized 
under  state  and  county  goals.     Objectives  that  ap~ 
pear  to  be  inconsistent  will  be  re-evaluated 
during  the  1975-76  school  year. 

•  Are  the  objectives  performance-oriented?    With  few 
exceptions,  all  objectives  wer^  behaviorally  stated 
in  terms  of  pupil  performemce •     Objectives  were  not 
minimal  for  all  students,  but  werd  based  on  the 
level  of  study  and/or  ability  of  the  student^* 

•  Can  the  objectives  be  evaluated?    Since  school  ob- 
jecti'ves  wet'e  stated  behaviorally,  the  evali^^Ction 
was  often  a-  part  of  the  objective.     When  tMs  did 
not  occur,  the  schools  generally  used  descripti\^e 
words   (e*g.,  some,  most,  few).     EacH  de^c/riptive 
word  was  keyed  to  a  percental  range  that  is  used 

^'      '  to  determine  the  degree  to  which  the  objective  was 

accomplished   (e.g.,   "some"  is  25  percerit  to 
40  percent.)  Methods  for  testing  t^e  objective 
range  from  an  informal  teacher  observation  to 
student  performance  on  standardized  or  criterion- 
referenced  testa . 

-    -a/  .  ' 

Three  exemplary  illustrations  of  the  i^oal/objectiye  ^ 
setting  process  ^t  the  school  level  are  as  follows:  ^ , 

^\  *  . 

•  Reading   (Middle  School).  —  Using  A  variety  of 
directional  labels,  most  students  completing  level  ' 

^5  will  answer  specific  question?  abput  the  labels. 
Assessment :     Criterion-referenced  teats   (most  is 
70  percent  or  |iigher)^.  ^  .  ' 

•  Writing   (High  Schooij  /rr-  Having  strong  feel^jngs  2(^out  " 
an  idea,  a  few  students  will  be  able  to  write  a  per- 
suasive editorial  or  speech,  observing  accepted  con- 

^        ventions  of  writing.     Assessment:    Teacher  observation 
(few  is  10  percent  to  29  percent^ .  - 

•  Mathematics  ^(Elementary-Kindergarten)        Given  a  set 
of  two-dimensional  shapes ,  the  student  will  recognize 

A     aybircle ,  triangle ,  rectangle,  square   arid  elipse. 
^sessmentz     Teacher  observation. 
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B,  Local  Assessment  Activijties 

Assessment  activities  during  the  ^^975-76  school  year  will 
be- expanded  to  include  a  detailed  analysi^f  the  results  bf  the  Iowa. 
Tests  of  Basic  Skills  and"  evaluation  of  school  oljjectives.  in  addition 
to  the  programs  conducted  during  the  1974-75  school  year.    Each  -school 
will  study  the  item  analysis^  printouts  and  compare  the  perf dirmance  . 
level  of  Worcester  County  students  with  the  national  performance  leVel. 
In* areas  of  weakness,  programs  will  be  initiated. to  correct  deficien— ; 
cies.    All  Worcester  schools  will  evaluate  their  school  objectives  and 
report  their  progress  to  tfie  parents  and  the  community  at  large. 


C.  ,    •  Comments  on  Accountability  Assessment  Results 

The  results  Of  the  1974-75  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  show 
a  general  improvement  U  Grades  3 ,  5 ,  and  7  when  compared  witK  the 
1973-74  results.     In  "Grade  9  there  was  a  decline  in  grade  equivalent 
scores.     This  decline  could  be  attributed  to  a  decline  in  the  scores 
on  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test  (IQ) .     It  is  hoped  that  the  1975-76 
^results,  which  will  test  comparable  groups  fot  the  first  time,  will 
.     provide  more  insight  on  pupil  progress  in  the  Worce^ar  County  Schools. 

T  D.  Program  Modification  Activities 

'  •  ''  ~ 

^  I.       As  a  result  of  the  1973-74  te'sting  program,  teachers  were 

made  aware  of  the  areas  in  which  students,  were  weakest.  Program 
modifications  were  made  to  improve  the  teaching  of  skills  tested 
in  the.areds  of  reading  comprehension,  language,  and  mathematics. 
Mt.was  hoped  that  improving  reading  comprehension  skills  would  also 
improve  the  student's  vocabulary. 

During  the  1974-75  school  year,  as  a  result  of  the  accounta- 
bility assessment  program,  modifications  .were  irtade  in  school  programs 
to  improve  read4.ng  at  the  high  school  level,  to  emphasize  the  basic 
language  skills,  and  to  do  a  better  job  in  teaching  mathematical  facts. 
In  addition,  emphasis  has  been  given  to  improving  reference  and  library 
skillp  at  all  levels  of  instruction.    A  library  test  wa%  developed 
and  will  be  administered  during  the  1975-7  6  school  year. 

E.  Unme^  Needs  for  Rersoujrces  to  Permit  Improvement  of 

Programs  and  Service$       .    ^  ,  •  ; 

Many  ^of,  the  program  modifications. that  Save  resulted  from 
the  assessment  program  require  minimal  financing.     On  the  other  hand, 
soAe,  such  as  reading,  require  significant  expenditures  for  materials 
and  inservice  training.     The  Worcester  County  public  schools  are 
fortunate  that  the  Board  of  Education  and  the  Soard  of  County  Com- 
missioners view  education  as  2f  prior i-ty;  and  have  provided  sufficient  ' 
^nding  to  support  the  program  modifications  as  well ^ as  the  account- 
afiility  assessment  program.  •  ;         .     .  '  ,  ^      ^  '    ,  . 
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I  ABLE  1.     SYSTEM  LEVEL 


^'       -  WORCESTER  COUNTY 

doMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


A.     fpHMUNTTY  CHARACTgR I  ST  ICS 


(1) 

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

(2) 

MEDIAN 

PAMIL'Y^ 

INCOME 

PERCENT  ^ 
DISADVANTAGED  - 
^  SCHOOL  AGE  CHILDREN 

25.662 

16,730 

?1,5  y 

(4) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEV£L 
MALES  25  YEARS 
OF  AGE  OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

(5) 

EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL 
>E»JALES  25  YEARS 
OF  ireE'OR  OLDER 
(MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS) 

9,7 

10,5. 

».     SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS   (AS  OF,  SEPTEMBER,  1974) 


(*) 

TOTAL 
SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENT 

(7) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER 
SALARY 

(•) 

AVERAGE  SALARY 
OF   SCHOOL  LEVEL 
ADMINISTRATORS 

(9) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

(lO) 

AVERAGE 
YEARS 
ADMINISTRATOR  ' 
EXPERIENCE 

6,526 

&11,009  . 

119,392 

,9-7 

21.2 

(11) 

PERCENT  STAFF  ' 
MASTER'S  DEGREE 
OR  ABOVE 

.  (12) 

PUPIL/STAFP  . 
RATIO  . 

(13) 

ATTENDANCE 
RAT^ 

''12.5; 

16.6  i 

^5.55 

C.  FINANCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS   (FOR  ^973-1974  SCHOOL  YEAR) 


,  — I  1 

*(14)  * 

TOTAL 
PER  PUPIL 
eX^ENDITURES 

(15) 

PER  PUPIL 

^EXPENDITURES 
'for  INSTRUCTION 

(16) 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURES  FOR 
INSTRUCTION 

(^7) 

PER  PUPIL  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

iitoso.ao 

1774.03 

73. 7X 

117.73 

 V 

(IB) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
fOR  CE/4TRAL  OFFICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(19) 
.PER  PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES 

FOR  PUPIL 

SERVICES 

(20) 

PERCENT  EXPENDITURES 
FOR  PUPIL 
SERVICES 

»          1.7X  . 

«  13.19 

0.3X 

t 


) 


♦  SEE  CHAPTER  3,  PAGES  60-65»  FOR  DEFINITION  o)»  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA 
*c     MOVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WORCESTER  COUNTY 

.     TABLE   2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORESt   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  GRADE* 


(11 

(2) 

(3» 

U) 

SKILL 

NUMBER  OF 

PCRCFNT  OF 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDfNTS 

STUPFNTS 

sc  Mom's 

*  ypnt  ;  t  r> 

VOCABULARr 


#  SEi  CMA^TEH  3,   MCES  FOR  D6FINITI0N  OP  TERHS*  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 

V  « 
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WORCESTER  COUNTY 


TABU    2.     SYSTEM  LEVEL  ~  NONVERBAL  ABILITY   IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD-  AGE 
SCORES  AND  ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT   IN  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVA- 
LENT SCORES,   BY  SKILL  AREA  AND  BY  'GRADE4=  (CONTINUED) 


r 


SKIM. 
AKfAS 

(1) 

GRADE 

(2) 

NUMBER  OF 

STUDENTS 
ENROLLED 

(3) 

PERCENT  OF 
STUDENTS 
.TESTED^ 

NUMBER  OF 
SCHOOLS 
TESTED 

IS> 
*AVEMGE 
STANDARD 

AGE 

SCORE 
ISAS). 

(6) 

STAI4DARD 
DEVIATION 
ISDI 

(71 
AVERAGE 
GRADE 
,  EQUIVALENT 
SCORES 
(GE  ) 

(8) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
(  SD) 

(61 

LANGUAGE 
USAGE 

3 

436 

96.10 

6 

98.7 

15.22 

3.67 

1.37 

563  ^ 

93.43 

99.1 

16.17 

5,09 

i.ii 

7 

533 

90.62 

3 

98.3 

15.41 

6.47 

2.02 

9 

567 

84.13 

96.10 

3 

97.3 

15.05 

7.31 

2.12 

17} 

UU^GUAGE 
TOTAL 

3 

'  6 

98.7 

15.22 

1.22 

5 

563 

93. «  - 

99.1 

16.17 

5.33 

1.56 

7 

533 

90.62 

3 

98.3 

ISM 

6.61 

l.>7  • 

q 

567 

0L5  

tot 

MATHEMATICAL 
CONCEPTS  JH 

i 

6 
4 

5 

563 

93.43 

99.1 

16.17 

5.11 

1.37 

7 

533 

«0.6'2 

3 

90.3  , 

15.41 

6.^3 

1.51 

9 

56^ 

14.13 

3 

97.3 

15.05 

7.83 

1.85 

191  ^ 

MATHEMATICAL 
PROBLEMS 

3 

4  36 

96.10 

6 

98.7 

15.22 

3.5A, 

1.01 

5 

563 

93.43 

^  4 

99.1 

16.17 

5.13 

1.35 

7 

533 

90.62 

3 

91.3 

15.41 

6.54 

1.63 

9 

567 

•4.13 

3 

97.3 

15.05 

7.70 

1.94 

MATHEMATICAL 
TOTAL 

3 

.  il36 

96.10 

6 

^  98,7 

15.2Z 

.92 

5 

563 

93.i|3 

^ 

99.1 

16.17 

5.12 

1.28 

7^ 

553 

90.62 

3 

98,3 

15.^11 

6,58 

IM 

9 

567 

8^^.13 

3 

97.3  

15.05 

7,77 

*  SEE  CHAMER  3,   MOES  H-69,  fOH  DEFINITION  OF  TERMS  AND  SOURCES  OF  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE. 
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WORCESTER  COUNTY 

rADLf  2r.     SYSTEfl  LEVEL  —  COMPARISON  0F\YEAR   I    (1973-1974)  WITH 

YEAR  II  11974-1975)  DATA  IN  AVERAGE  STANDARD  AGE  SCORES 
AND  AVERAGE  GRADE  EQUIVALENT  SCORES* 


GRADE 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
1973  -  197* 

SCHOOL  YEAR 
197*  -  1975 

3 

95.0 

98.7 

NONVERBAL 

5 

98.8 

99.1 

ABILITY 

7'  ^ 

■  %^ 

98.3 

9 

17.3 

97.3 

3 

3.22 

3.38 

VOCABUURY 

5 

4.85 

'4.97 

7 

6.14 

6.35 

9 

7.68 

7.57 

3 

3.34 

3.51 

READING  . 

•  5 

5.02 

5.07 

COMPREHENSION 

7 

6.43 

6.56  , 

9 

7.85 

7.90 

^  LAN(fuAGE 

3  . 

3.90 

4.18 

5 

5.23 

,5.33 

»  IOT|L 

7 

6.44 

6.61 

9 

7.91 

7.44 

*  3 

3.44 

3.55  ■ 

HATHEHATICAL 

5 

5.16 

5,12 

TOTAL 

7 

6.48 

6.5:3 

9 

7.92  - 

7.77 

♦  SEB  CHAPTER  3.   PAGES   70-71,    FOR  DfFINlTION  OF   TERMS  AND  SPECIAL  INSTR^TIONS 
FOP.   1NTERPRETU:C   THIS  lAPLS. 

IT  SHOULD  ALSO  .vf^^BD  THAT  lU^  SCORES  REPORTED  FOR  YEAR  1  AT<D  YEAR  11  ARE 
FRpH  DIFFERENT   STUDENT  POPULATIONS. 
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t  WORCESTER  COUNTY   I   BISHOPyiLLE  -  STEPHEN  DECATUR  SR  JR  HIGH) 
TABLE  3.-    SCHOOL  IeV^EL  —  COMMUNITY  AND  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  RESOURCES  PROFILE* 


• 

\ 

SCHOOL  NAHC  ' 

GRADE 
ORGANI- 
ZATION 
(1) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOL 
ENROLL- 
MENT 
(2)  . 

PUPIL/ 
STAFF 
RATIO 
•13) 

PERCENT 
Ayr  n Au C 

DAIlY 
ATTEN- 
DANCE . 

(4) 

TOTAL 

NO. 

AVERAGE  YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 

PERCENT 

S  T  AF  F 
MASTER'S 

DECREE 
OR  APOVE 
(9) 

SCHOOL 

AGE  CHILDREN 

PERCENT 
DI SAD- 
VAN  - 
TAUD 
(10) 

MEDIAN 
E  DUC  A - 
TlOfJ  OF 
MOTHER 
(HI 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOMC 
(SI 
(12) 

TEACHER 

ADMIN. 
(6) 

TEACHER 
(7) 

ADMIN. 
(0) 

t 

BISMOPVILLE 

K-3 

68 

34.0 

94.7 

2.0 

0.0 

11.5 

0.0 

0.0 

15.1  \ 

y  10. 1 

6230 

iUCKINCHAH 

506 

17.7 

96.  5 

32.0 

1.0' 

7.7 

19.0 

9.1 

21.9 

10.3 

^7645 

OCCAN  CITY 

477 

19.3 

94.7' 

23.7 

1.0 

10.8 

15.5  • 

1.1 

14.2 

12.0 

7955 

K-3  . 

410 

19.5 

97.1 

20.0 

1.0 

13.4 

27.0 

19:0 

24 . 5 

10.2 

7241 

✓ 

SNOW  MILt> 

K-3 

486 

17.3 

96.8 

27.0 

1.0 

10.3 

33.0' 

10.7 

23.5 

10.1 

7121 

UHALEYSVILLE 

K-3 

51 

17.0 

96.1 

3.0 

0.0 

10.0 

0.0^ 

0.0 

j?3.6 

10.1 

6786 

/ 

iERLlN  MIDDLE 

5-8 

963 

18.2 

95.6 

51.0 

2.0 

8.5 

25:3 

9.4 

19.1 

10.8 

POCOMOKE  MIDDLE              *  *V 

644 
• 

14*1 

96.8 

30.0 

2.0 

11.7 

25.7 

10.0 

23.0 

10,2 

7241 

SNOW  MILL  MIDDLE          •  ' 

J* 

769 

17.9 

96.7 

^1.0 

2.0 

10.9 

23.5 

10. 6 

22.9. 

10.1 

7122 

POCOMOKE  SR  JR  HIGH 

9-12 

538 

V>-8 

96.8 

30.0 

2.0 

11.  3 

/ 

12.3 

12.5 

24.1  • 

10«2 

7241 

SNOW  HILL  SR  JR  HIGH  9*12 
SJEPMEN  DECATUR  SR  JR. HIGH  9-12 


616        19.3  93.7 


^iVA  idrr 


19.8  10.0 


•  see  CHAPTER  3»  PAGES  72-"/^FOR  DEFINITION  OP-^'RHTAWn  SOURCES  OP  DAtA  PROVIDED  IN  THIS  TABLE 
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WORCESTER.  COUNTY   (BISHOPVILLE  -  STEPHEN  DECATUR  SR  JR  HIGH) 

TA9LE  4.     SCHOOL  LEVEL  ~  SCHOOL  AVERAGE  GRADE   EQUIVALENT  SCORES,  BY 
SKILL  AREA,   COMPARED  WITH  MARYLAND  NORMS  BASED  ON  SCHOQ-U 
AVERAGE   STAND-ARD  AGg  SCORES* 


WO«CLS»TEH  COUNTY 
SCHOOL  SYblLH  . 


Skill  aRLa^ 


VOCARULARY 

SCHOOL  NAME     ^     GRADE  AVERAGE  AVERAGE  MARY- 
LAND       El  CE 


READING  CoMPRLMFN<;ION 


LANGUAGE  TOTAL 


MATH^MATfCAL  TOTAL 


DlFFrn-  AVEliAGr     MARY-       DIFFFM-  AVlRAGE     MARY-       OIFFfR-  AVERAGE  MARY- 


SAS 


GE  NORM 


GE 


Land 

NORM 


ence 


GC 


LAND  ^NCE 
NORM 


GE 


LAND 
NORM 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


BISHOPVILLL 
BUCKINGHAM 
OCEAN  CITY 


POCOMOKE  ELEMENTARY  3 
SNOW  HILL  LLLMENTARY  3 
WMALCYSVILLE  3 
BERLIN  MlOULL  b 


90.5 
9i»  .9 


100.2 
105.5 


97.3 
97. »» 
95.0 


96.0 
99.0 


3.60  3. nil 


3.10' 


3.70 


3.76 
3.07 
3.31 


•♦.39 
6.  32 


3.21 


•).0t> 


3.3f» 
3.37 
3.21 


«.77' 
6.71 


4.2U 

-.11 


>.36 
4  .31 


4.^0 

-.30 
4  .10 


-.30 


3.92 


3.91 
5.96 


3.83 
3.26 
3.50 


^.6(4 
6. '19 


3.50 

3.26  -.12 


t*.lS 


.2(4 


5.b3  ♦.33 

3.«<2  t.m 

3.U2  -.16 

3.26  "♦•211 


6.7«i  -^2*i 


H.62 
3#73 


(*.>2 
6.^9 


<fc.76 
3.92 
4.09 


tl.71 
6.66 


3 .90 


♦.7q-»  3.95 


3.6H  «.09 


4.53 


5. 06  «.53 


3.00 

3. 01  t.ll 
3.65  «.i|4 


5.07 
6.05 


3.30 


-.21  4.02 


5.66 


♦.96  •  3.6H 
3.33 


3.«<6 


-.36  H.07 
-.19  '6.77 


3,53  ♦.HS 
3.32  -.02 


H.OQ  -.07 
5.02  -.16 


3.H6  ♦.ION 


3.46 


5.07 
6.90 


-.13 


3.32  ♦•1(» 


-.20 
-.21 


POCOMOKE  MIDDLE 


SHOV  HILL  MIDDLE 


POCOMOKE  SH  JR  HI6H  9 
SNOM  HILL  bR  JR  HIGH  9, 
STEPHEN  DECATUR  HIGH  9 


99.0 
99.5 


90.0 
9U.7 


97.6 
98.  1 
96.7 


5.17 
6.6<4 


5.10 
6.60 


<t.96  5.01 
6.16        "  6.16 


7.76- 
7.56 
7.U0 


7.99 
0.05 


♦  .07 
-.Oq 


-.05 
4  .00 


-.21 


5.00 

5.07 
6.60 


A.  12 
7,0o 
7. GO 


5.15  -.07 
6.71  -.Ot| 


5.06  «.01 
6.23  4.37 


7.93  4.19 
7.99  -.13 


7.03 


.03 


5.53 
6.96 


5.  -12 

6.  ?2 


7.70 
7.30 
7.33 


5.39  4.1** 
6.02  «.m 


5.30  4.02 


5.15 
6.^(< 


6.36 

n.03 

0.00 
7.9tl 


5.09 
,\k  6.30 

-.25  7,90 

1 

-.70  7.60 

-.61  7.79 


5.^7 
6.95 


5.29 
6.U6 


0.11 
0.17 
0.02 


-.>2 
-.51 


-.20 
-.00 


-.21 
-.'57 
-.23 


♦  SEE  CHAfTER  3»   PACES  7^-75.   FOR  DEFIfJlTIDN  OF   TERMS.    EXPLANATION  OF  ASTERISK   {•)   ACCOMPANYING  "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES,   AND  \ 
SfECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR   INTERPRETING  THE   "DIFFERENCE"  SCORES  PROVIDED  IN  "THIS  TABLE.  ^ 


4ni 


i 


4 

I 


i 


■\         ■■  '       .  •  ■ 

Chapter  s  program  cost  component  ^       \    .      '  ^ 

5^1  '  Mar^yland's  Financial  and  Accounting  Procedures  , 

The  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  (MSDE) 
has  long  recognized  the  necessity  of  maintaining  a  statewide  "  - 

uniform  accounting  system.     Such  a  unifoi^  system  necessi- 
tates using  a  manual  of  instructions  and  codes  which  is  ^         »  * 
'subject  to  regular  review  a^id  revision /^Concurrent  with  the  ^ 
effort  to  revise  the  U.S.  Offibe^of  Education  Handbook  II  ; 
Financial  Accounting^^or  Local  and  State  School  Systems,  the  . 
MSDE  began  examining  its  Financial  Reporting  Manual,  along 
with  the  early  drafts  of  Handbook  II,  Revised,   in  the  spring, 
of  1972.                                                                                  •  , 

A  representative  committee  of  MSDE  and  local  school 
finance  personnel,  after  a  year  of  study,  recommended  to  the 
state  superintendent  that  Handbook  II ,  Revised  be  adopted  ^ 
by  the  MSDE..    In  the  fall  of  197  3  ,  a  subsequent  hea.ring  with 
thfe  State  Qjpard  of  Education  ended  with  a  *c^2it^e  to  the  MSDE 
to  reconsider  the  adoption-  of  pfeindbook  II,  Revised,  since 
local  superintendents  objected  strenously  to  its  use.  The 
objections  involved  the  changes  that  woulpl^ccur  in  local  ^  ^ 
budgeting  procedures  and  the  relationship  of  local  board 
budgets 'to  local  fiscal  authorities.     The  superintend^jnts  . 
were  united  in  their  objection  to  any  change  in  »the  state 
law  governing  local  fiscal  relaf^onships . 

*A  committee  was  subset[uently  established  to  work  on 
the  revisions  to  the  Maryland  Financial  Reporting  Manual 
which  would  incorporate  the  Program,  Planning  and  Budgeting 
System  (PPBS)   concepts  of  Federal  Handbook  II,  Revised,  but 
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not  violate  local. fiscal  relationships.     In^  the  suitinver  of 
1974,  the  coinmittee  developed  a  draft  manual  and  a  procedure 
for  maximum  involvement  of  local  fiscal  personi?^!  and  super- 
intendents.    The  final  version  of  Maryland's  manua 
includ^^^the  following  "sections: 

.  ■  •  *  *  * 

^ ;      •'Section  S?'-  Presently  Adopted- Manual 

Section  Program  Reporting  -  Costf Accounting 

Part  I     '  -  Classif  icatidn  and  Def  in^ition  of.  Revenue 
-       .  Accounts  "it 

Part  II     -  Classification  and  Definition  of  Expend- 
iture Accounts  ^ 


Part  III  -  Indirect  Costs  and  Prorations 

r Part- IV        Implications^ of  Program  Reporting  -  Cost 
Accounting     ^  ^ 

Part  V      -  Program  Definitions ^or  Accountability 

'J'C        „  Part  VI     -  Reporting  Procedures  and  Requirements 

,^  Si  ,      .  ** 

As  of  this  writing,  agreement  ha©  been  readied  and 
a  final ^doGument  is  in  preparation.     The  Revised  Financial 
Reporting  Manual  will  be  implemented  for  use  in  reporting 
in  Fiscal  Year  1971^  ■  ^ 

*  ■  .  .  ■      '"^^A      ■ .  V  . 

The  revision  provides  for  complete  program  account- 
ing with  a  clear  crosswalk  to  Federal  Handbook  11,  -Revised^ 
while^  in  no  way  altering  the^xisting  law.     (See  Figu^s  5.^/1, 
and  5.2.)  ^ 


^Ma:i^a.and  State  o'epartment  of  Education,  Financial  Reporting 
Manual  Marylah^  Publico 'Sqhools ;     Revised^*-^  The  revised  jnanual 
is  currently  being  completed  by  the  KSDE^^ver nance  Committee 
for  the  Maryland  Financial  .Manual.     This  Revised  Ma^lST  is 
scheduled  for  publication  by  January  1,  1976. 

V  '  •   m  -  .     '  -  433 
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Figure  5.1 
marylaiJd  financial  reporting  manual 


Proposed  Revision  to  Financial  Report  Forms 
Categories 

Handbook  II  ,        -  Handbook  11, 

1970  "  Revised  1974 


01*00  Administration  2000 

.10  General  Support  Services  2300 

.20  Board  of  Education  2310 

.30  "  Executive  Administration  •  ,  2320 

.50  Business  Support  Services  2500 

.51  •  ;  Facilities  Acquisition  and  Construction      .     '  2530 

.59  Other  Business  Support  Services  .  2520  257 

.60  Cferttralized  Support  Services  .  26t0 

02.00  Instruction             '        Prek-6    Middle,  Jr.    Higt\  lOOQ" 

.10  Regular  Programs    •  :        *  1100^ 

.11  Art  XXX     

.12  English  Language  Arts  5QQC    

.13  Foreign  Language  XXX   

'.14  Industrial  Arts              XXX  •   * 

.15  Mathematics                    XXX   .   

.16  Media  Services               XXX  ^    

.17  .  Music                             XXX   ^   

.18  Physical  Education          XXX  .   

.19  Science  XXX  

.20  *  Social  Studies  XXX     

..21  Driver  Education 

.22  Regular  Day  School  XXX     

^    .23  After  School              ^  XXX     

.24.  Summer  School  XXX   

.25  Other  Regular  Programs    ^  *  

.30  Special  Programs  12.00 

.31  Programs  for  the  Gifted  and  Talented  1210 

.32  Special  Bducati^on  Programs  for  the  Handicapped     *  1220 

.33  J^source  Room  Programs  1221 

.34  Self-contained  Programs  ,  ,        -  1222 

.35  Home  and  Hospital  Teaching  1223 

.36  Other  programs  for  the  Handicapped  ^229 

4 40  Adult  Education  .  1300 

,41  School  Administration  2400 

,50  School  Instructional  Support  Services  2000 

.51  Instructional  Direction  Services  2330 

. 52     .  Regular  Programs        '  2331 

.54  Special  Ecjucation  j  2332 

,55  .     Improvement  of  Instructional  Staff  2210 

,56     ,  Regular  Programs                   *  - 

,57.    \  Special  Education 

,58  Instructional  Media  Support  2220 

. 60  Other  Services  \ 

.61  'Guidance  2120 
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Figure  5*1  (Continued) 

Handbook  II  \  Handbook  II, 

1970  Revised  1974 


•  62  Regular  Programs 

.63  Special  Education  ^ 

.64  Psychological  Services  2140 

65  Regular  Programs 

.66  *  Special  Education 

.67  Speech,  Language,  Aiidiology  *  .  2150 

.68  Regular  Programs  ^ 

.69  Special  Ek3ucation 

.70  diagnostic  and  Prescriptive  Services  2160 

;71  Regular  Prograitp  '  * 

.72  Special  Education 

03.00  Pupil  Personnel  Services 

.01  Regular  Programs 

.02     *  Special  Education 

04.00  Health  Serviceis  -        ^  2130 

.01  Regular  Programs 

.02  Special  Education 

05.00  Pi5)il  TYansportation  2550 

06.00  Operation  of  Plant  2540 

07.00  Maintenance  of  Plant  2540 

08.00  Fixed  Charges  5000 

09.00  Food  Services  ^560 

10.00     <  Student  Body  Activities  ,  2900 

.01  AttvLetics  2911 

'.02  School  Entertainments  2912 

.03  School  Publications  «    •  2913 

.04/^  Co-Curricular  Activities         *  ,  2914 

^    .05\  Materials  Purchased  for  Resale  2920 

11.00  Conmunity  Services  *  3000  . 

.01  .  Nonpublic  School  Pupil  Services  3700 

.02  Other  Community,  Services  3800 

12.00  Capital  Outlay       ^  .        "       ^  ' 

13.00  Debt  Service 

14.00  Outgoing  Transfers  4000 
Pa;^nts  to  Other  Governmental  Units  (In-State)  4100 
Payments  to  Other  Governmental  Units  (Out-of-state)  4200 
Transfer  of  Funds  4300 
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Figure  5.2 
MARYLAND  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  MANUAL 
Proposed  Revision  to  Financial  Report  Forrtis 
•  Objects  • 


v^Etendbook  II  1970 
Object  Subobject 


.03 


.04 


.05 


-.01 
.02 
.03 
.j04 
.05 

.01 
.02 
.03 

.04 

.05 

.01 
.02 
.03 
.04 
.05 

^06 

.01 
.02 
.03 
.04 
.05 
.06 


Handbook  II, 
Revised  1974 

Ctoject '  Subobject 
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.  Salaries  and  Wages  10* 
Contracted  Services  ^  30 

Repair  and  Maintenance  to  Vehicles 
Private  Operators  -  Pupil  Transportation 
Public  Carriers  -  Pupil  Transportation 
Bus  Inspection  -  Pupil  Transportation 
Other  '  , 

Supplies  and  Materials  < 
Text  Media  '  | 

.  Library  Media  '       .  I 

Gasoline  and  Oil  (Pupil  Transportatibn 
/  and  Driver  Education) 

Parts  (Pii)il  Transportation  and  Driver 
Education)  ^ 

Other  ^ 
Other  Charges  20,60 
Travel  Expenses  -  Pupil  Transportation  Only 
Ehployee  Retirement 
Social  Security 
'  Other  Employee  Benefits 

Insurance  (Transportation  and  Driver 

Education 
Other  ' 

Land,  Buildings,  and  Equipment  50 
Vehicles  -  Additional  ^' 
Vehicles  -  Replacement 
Equipment,-  Additional 
Equipment  -  Replacement 
Alterations  to  Buildings 
Site  Inprovements 


32 
33 
33 
33 
39 

42 
43 

46 

47 
49 

33 
20 
20 
20 

20 
60 

55 

55i, 

54 

54 

52 

51 
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5.2  Reporting  for  Accountability  ,  . 

'  .J 

Initially,  program  cost  reporting  for  aQCOuntabilitiy  pur 
posies  will  be  at  the  levelt  of  the  school  sysit^i%  Information 
for' programs  as  outlined  in  th^  previous  figures''  wi^ll  show^ 
suf'ficient  details  for  system-by-system  comparisona,  of  total 
and  per-pupil  costs.     These  data  will  be  availablji;  <Eor  .Fiscal  Year 
197^7,  and  will  appear  in  the. Mary  land  Accountability  Program  (MAP)' 
Report  to  be  published  in  January  1978.     In  the  interim, 
selected  system  level  data  from  those  school  systems  which 
conform  to  data  used  in  the  new  manual  will  be  collected  for"***^  ' 
Fiscal  Year  1976  and  will  be^  reflected  in  the  January  1977  reporj^.- 
The  Depattment  plans  to  request  data  by  individual  schools  / 
frpm  those  school  systems  which  are  capable  of  producing  such  / 
dat%  for  the  MAP  Report,  Year  IV,  January  1978,     However,  it  / 
is  presently  uncertain  that  school  level  program  cost  data 
will  be  indeed-  valuable  for  accountability  purposes.  Until 
such  time  as  sample  data  which  can  be  analyzed  are  available, 
it  is  not  known  whether  or 'not  it  is  advisable  to  attempt  to  ^ 
report  at  the  school  level.     Should  analyses  show  ttiat  school 
level  data  are  indeed  reliable  and  valuable,  a  request  for 
the  reporting  of  such  data  could  be  made.     This  step  is  con- 
tingent upon  all  local  educational  systems  being  able  to, 
develop  or  purchase  the  computer  capabilities  to  accommodate 
the' necessarily  large  volume  of  fiscal  data  processing. 

At  present,  several  school  systems  have  this  capa^- 
bility^and  other  systems  are, in  the  process  of  developing  it. 
It  would  appear  that  the  following  counties  have  financial  ^ 
accounting  systems  capable  of  school  level  program  cost  reporting: 

Anne  Arundel  County      '     ^  Montgomery  County 

Baltimore  County  Prince  George's  County 

Carroll  County 


^       •  The  following*  school  sjlrstems  are  either  devel/oping 
or  , implementing  the  capability: 


Baltimore  City 
Frederick  County 
Howard  County 


Washington  County 
Charles  Countj 


•the  following  counties  have  data  processing  capabil- 
ities and  are  revising  ^their'  syst^ems  to  provide  program  infor- 
mation, but  not  necessarily  at  [th6  school  level: 


Caroline  Couhty  • 
Cecil  County 
Charles  County 
Dorchester  County 
Garrett  .County 


HaasSord  Cotintx^  * 
Kent  County 
Queen  Anne's  County 
St.  Mary's  County 


Soit^terset  County* 
Talbot  County 
Wicomico  County 
Worcelster  County 


,  At  tfhis  point  in  time,  the  ^tatus  of  the  remaining 
counties,  Allegany  County  4nd  Calvert  County,   is  uncertain. 

The  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  is  encour- 
aging local  schoolv  systems  to  implement 'program  budgeting  and 
accounting  procedures,  an4  is  providing  consultative  services  to  . 
those  systems  which  have  expressed  interest.     It  is  our  hope  that 
the  revised  Financial  Reporting  Manual  will' encourage  continued 
development  in  this  area.      ^  '  ,  • 
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Chapter^6 


SPECIAL  EDUCATION  COMPONENT 


6.1 


Special  Education  Program  Activities  in  Maryland 


6.1.1 


Introduction 


Two  specific  actions  have  occurred  recently  which 
h^ve  major  significance  for.  Maryland  and  its  public  school 
special  educatiori  programs  —  the  enactment  of  the  Special  ^ 
Education  Bylaw  13.04.01.01,  Programs  for  Handicapped  Chj.ldren, 
arid  a  judicial  decree  rendered^ by  Judge  Ra^ne.     These  two  docu- 
meni^  mandate  that' the  State  of  Maryland  and  it^  counties  must 
provide  a^ free ,  publicly  supported,  and  appropriate  educational' 
program  for  all  handicapjjed  children  in  the  State  of  Maryland. 
As  a-^esult,/  there  haye  been  C9mprehensive  planning  and  educa- 
tional changes  at  state  and  local  education  agency  levels. 
Extensive  iE.ive-Year  Plans  for  Special  Education  Services  have 
been^  submitted  to  the  state  by  each  local  education  agency  (LEA) 
These/e  plans  form  the  foundation  for  delivering  full  service  to 
all  handicapped  childrek  by  1980. 


Other  major  facets  of  special  education  activity^  in 
Maryland  inolude i  '  ^ ' 


State 
a 


ApproyAl  of  Nonpublic  School/Iristitutions  - 
Trie  Division  oi  Special  Education,  Maryland 
Departinaent  of  Education  (MSDE)  ,  has  assumed 
yTesponsibility  for  out-of-state  nonpul^li^ 
special  education  facilities  for  the  handi- 
capped.    The  approval  process ,  which"  is  current- 
ly in  operation,  assures  quality  programs  fol: 
Maryland  children  in  the  nonpublic  sector. 
In-state  nonpublic  special  education  facili- 
ties come  ui%der  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Divi- 
sion of  Accreditations  and  Certification,  MSDE. 
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Progrcim  Developme'^t  -  Federal  monies  entering 
Maryland  provide  fiscal  resources  to  support 
special  education  programs.     Since  1968, 
Federal  aid  has  been  primarily  utilized  for 
initiating  program  development  at  the  local 
level,  and  for  research/demonstration  purposes 
at  the  statie  level.     These  funds  ^ill  continue 
to  be  a  catalyst  to  progrcun  development.  / 

Programs^  in  early  identification  are  currently 
in  operation  as  are  programs  in  mainstreaming, 
i.e.,  an  effort  to  educate  handicapped  children 
in  the  least  restrictive  environment.  A 
series  of  projects  in  areas  of  low  incidence 
disabilities,  e.g. ,  vision  impaired,  emotionally 
impaired,  hearing  impaired,  multiply  handi- 
capped/ ^and  severely  and  profoundly  retarded,  * 
have  bfeen  implemented;  and  a  state  interagency 
project  for  the  deaf/blind  child  is  also  under 
way. 

Training  Efforts  -.Through  workshops,  institutes, 
conferences  and  ispecial  projects,  special  educa- 
tion is  training  teachers  needed  for  the  programs 
for  all  handicapped  children  by  1980.  Training 
programs  for  personnel  involve  a  project  for 
teachers  to  work  with  the  severely  and  profoundly 
handicapped,  and  another  for  teachers  to. work 
with  children  with  special  -need^  in  the  regular 
classroom. 

r 


6.1.2  Future  Program  Goals 


The  goals  for  the  immediate  future  correspond  to  the  i 
mandates  of^ state  and  Federal  legislation,  i.e.,  appropriate  and 
comprehensive  programming  for  all  handicapped  children  within 
'Maryland  by  19  80.     Trends  which  appear  imminent  include: 

•        A  reorientation  and  realignment  of  regular  and 
special^education  roles  at  all  program  levels. 
There  is  increasing  recognition  that  the  diag- 
nostic and  teaching  skills  of  regular  educators 
must  he  increased  to  meet  the  diverse  educational 
needs  of  handicapped  children  within  regular' 
classroom  environments. 
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•  Emphasis  on  mainitream  education,  enfuring 
appropriate  programs  and  services,  and  elim- 
inating the  stigma  of  labeling  as  well  as 

M  '  educational  s&gregation.     Inherent  to  this  ar^ 

programs  and  services /designed  to  meet  indi-^  . 
vidual  rather  than  categorical  needs. 

•  Public  awareness  of  Maryland's  handicapped 
population,  and. identification  of  educational 
progrcims  and  services  for  the  handicapped  as 
a  major  and  ongoing  social  and  financial 
commitment. 

•  Massive  training/retraininb>  activities  initiated 
and  continued  to  implement/ educatipnal  progrfims 
and  services''  for  severely  and  profoundly  handi- 
capped children.     lb  is  recognijjed  that  a  large 
number  of  thfese  children  should  and  will  be  , 
educ^tiBd  within  the  public  schools  during  the 
current  decade^ 

•  Continued  development  of  secondary  school  pro- 
grams oriented  t:oward  career  needs"  of  the  handi- 
capped. 

«  * 

•  Early  educational  assessment  and  programs  designed 
to  assi&t  handicapped  children,  in  developing  the 
potential  for  mainstreamin§  at  school  age. 

6.1.3         Present  Program  Activities ;     State  Education  Agency  (SEA) 
and  Local  flducation  Agency  (LEA) 

Special  Services  Information  System  (SSIS)  and  the 
Early  Identification  System  "(EIS) 

,  , Maryland  jl^s  involved  in  the  statewide  identification  of 
specific  Special  Education  services  pro\>'ided  to  the  handicapped 
child  as  well  as  seryices  which''  are  yet  to  be  provided.     This  is 
being  achieved  through-the  ijpplementation  of  a  data  system,  i.e., 
the  Special  Services  Information  System  (SSIS)  and  the  Early 
Identification  Subsystem  (EIS)  .which  collaborate  the  efforts  of: 
(1)  ail  state  agencies  dealingi,  with  handicapped' children;  (2)* 
Federal  ajid  a^iAte  programs  to  ider\tify  and^provide' service  for 
handicapped  children  at  both  the  preschool  and  school  age  levels; 
and  (3)  the  existing  Information  and  Referrals Systfim-. 
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SSIS  and  EIS  will  increase  public  awareness  of  the  need 
for  identification  of  childreg^ requiring  special  services,  and 
the  need  for  the  services  themselves,  through  its  newslette^ 
and  th6  work  of  the  Parent/Interest  Group  Advisory  Committee, 
(^ther  projects  intlude  the  coordination  of  information  on  develop- 
mentally  disabled  persons  residing  in  Maryland,  Delaware,  Pennsyl- 
vania,  Virginia,  West  Virginia,  and  the  Distri<:t  of  Columbia. 
This  work  is  being  done  under  a  grant  awarded  by  the  Developmental 
Disabilities-  Regional  Office  in  Philadelphia. 


E^arly  Identif ication'^f  Potential  Learning  Disabilities 
Kindergarten  and  First  Grade  Progrgim 

For  early  identification  of  potential  learning  dis- 
abilities on  the  Jcindergarten  and  first  grade  levels,  guidelines 
wtffe  developed  and  disseminated  to  local  education  agencies, 
training  ^-institutions ,  state  agencies,  and  other  agencies  respon-' 
sible  for  handicapped  children.     Parents  were  apprised  of  this 
through  PTA  presentations,  handouts,  personal  letters  and  opsite 
visitations.     Supervisors,  administrators  and  staffs  were  briefed 
in  terms  of  the  conce|)t,  the  plan,  screening  and  diagnosis,  the 
educational  management  plan,  service  delivery,  afl&  the  interdis- 
ciplinary team  ^approach. 

4 

Local  education  agencies'  Early  Identi;Eication  Plans 
were  developed  and  reviewed  for  approval.     Fifteen  of  Maryland's 
24  local  educat^ion  agencies  have  already  initiated  Early  Identi- 
fication Programs  in  every  elementary  school  within  their  juris- 
dictions.    All  of  Maryland's  elementary  schools  will  h-Sve  the 
Kinflergarten  -  Grade  One  Early  Identification /Progr^tn  by  September 
1976. 
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Special  Projects  for  the  Hearing  Impaired 

^  Beginning  in  1972,  special  projects  for  the  hearing 

impaired  were  initiated  through  reserve  state  funds •  Emphasis 
was  placed  on  parent  and  community  awareness,  interagency 
cooperation,  and  parent  education  and  counseling  in  terms  of 
identification,  location  and  evaluation  of  the^e  childtejn  at 
as  early  a  date  as  possible,     liocal  education  agencies  dissemin- 
ated  general 'and  specific  information  .to  the  public  thtough  news- 
papers and  magazine  articles,  and  as  a  result  of  this  public  out- 
reach program^  many  parents  brought  their  children  to  be  identi- 

%         *  • 

fied  and  evaluated.     Additionally,  other  parents  were  acquainted 
with  the  program  through  home  visitations  and  biweekly  meetings, 
and  brought  their  children  to  be  evaluated.     Full  educational 
services,  including  audiological  assessment,  are  provided  for 
hearing  impaired  young  children  identified  through  these  pro- 
grams •  ^  '  * 

Preschool  Projects 

'V  Extensive  identification  and  programming  activities 

for  the  preschool  handicapped  child  have  been  initiated  through 
*  projects  in  Prince  George's,  Carroll,  and  Anne  Arundel  Counties. 
The  potentially  handicapped  children  0-5  years  old  will  be  identi- 
fied and  followup  services  initiated  in  these  local  education 
agencies '  projects.     The  following  three  projects  will  serve  as 
models,  for  the  expansion  of  preschool  services  throughout  the  state, 

1.     Eastern  Shore  Regional  Center  for  the  Handi- 
,  capped  - 

li  ,  ♦ 

A  project  was  awarded  to  develop  services  for 
the  low-incidence  handicapped  in  the  five-county  area  of 
Caroline,  Dorchester,  Kent,  Queen  Anne's,  and  Talbot  Counties. 
Now,  in  the  second  year  of  the  project,  child  identification  has 
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been  completed  and  the  programs  have  been  initiated.  Educationar 
programs  have  been  implemented  within -existing  schools  to  serve 
handicapped  children  with  low-incidence  handicaps  of  visual  im- 
-pairment,  physical  impairment,  and  multiple  handicaps. 

2 .  Severely  and  Profoundly  Handicapped  Prgject  (SPH) 

With  the  implementation  of  the  Severely  and  Pi:o- 
foundly  Handicapped  Project,  children  who  have  pot  received 
special  se^^ices  and  phildreh  who  have  previously  beeh  served 
inappropriately  are  being  identified,  located,  and  evaluated. 
Programs  and  services  are  being  developed  which  utilize  the  con- 
cepts of  deinstitutionalization  and  a  less  restrictive  environ- 
ment.    These  projects  are  currently  operating  in  three  Centers 
for  the  Severely  and  Profoundly  Handicapped,  and  in  six  Centers 
for  the  Emotionally  Handicapped 'across  the  state.     Such  projects 
are  also  in  operation  in  the  Highland  Health  Facility. 

.f      "      ■■  '  • 

Thlrough  interdisciplinary  team  efforts,  school- 
age  emotionally  handicapped  children  who  were  previously -excess- 
cost  cases  or  institutionalized,  and  severely  handicapped  children 
from  institutions  or  previously  unserved  are  being  identified, 
evaluated',  and  provided  with  special  se^rvices. 

3.  Head  Start 

The  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education's  { 
(MSDE)   liaison  with  Head  Start  has  provided  for  dissemination 
Qf  information  about  and  participation  in  training  activities 
dealing  with  early  identification,  communicative  impairments,  and 
management  of  the  handicapped  child.     However,  participation  in 
MSDE  training  efforts  has  been  dependent  upon  thfe  outreach  of 
information  within  Head  Start  and,  in  many  instancepjj^arfltical 
services  such  as  screening  and  , diagnostic  evalu^±6n  must  be 
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contracted  out.     Greater  facilitation  of  services  to  the  Head 
Start  comjiurtity  appearsjio  depend  on  closer  cooperation  between 
Head  St^t  and  related  divisions  in  MSDE.  '  • 

ContinuAam  Programs 
*  •  » 

"The  Continuxim  consists  of  six  programs  which  may 

take  place  within  the  regular  public  school,  including: 

1.     Program  I  -  The  Regular  Classroom 


•        2.     Program  II  -  Adjunctive^  Services  ' 

Prevention,  early " identification ,  and  interven- 
tion of  potential  -problelns  which  may  interfere  with  learning  and 
adjustijent  are  the  primary  foci  of  this  program.  Psychologists, 
pupil  personnel  workers,  nurses,  and  guidance  counselors  provide 
consultative  services  -to  parents,  teachers,  and  pupils  before  th^ 
problem  becomes  a  major  handicap. 

3.     Program  III  -  Diagnostic/Prescriptive  Services 

9 

Children  exhibiting  a  learning  problem  are  re- 
ferred to  the  diagnostic/prescriptive  teacher^for  an  educational 
assessment.    An  educational  prescription,  based  on  ^he  child's 
learning. profile  and  appropriate  placement,  is  determined  in 
cooperation  with  other  professionals.    The  diagnostic/prescrip- 
tive teacher  then  interprets  the  learning  profile,  suggests 
methodology,  prepares  and  demonstrates  materials  to  be  used  in 
the'remedial  process,  and  provides  continuous  followup  and' sup- 
portive 'services.  ^  , 
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4.  l^rogram'  IV  --iltinerant  Services 

•  * 

Group  and  indiv^ual  services  provided  to 
children  by  itinerant  specialists  are  included  in  this  program. 
While  they  remain  in  the  regular  classroom  t,oj  receive  the  bulk 
of  their  education  with* the  rest  oj&  their  peers,  those  children 
with  visual,  speech,  hearing  handicaps,  and  language  im~ 
pairments  may  receive  services  such  as  special  instruction, 
^therap^,  and  counseling.   ,The  itinerant  specialist  serves  as  a 
consultant  to  teachers  in  other  continuum  programs ^  as  well  as 
to  regular  class  personnel >  and  demonstrates  appi^priate  material 
and  techniques  used  in  working  with  children  with  vision,  speech, 
hearing,  and  language  handicaps.  " 

5.  "Ptogxam  V  -  Cooperative  or  Resource  Services 

r'  ^    The  child  assigned  to  a  resource  room  spends 

part  of  the  school  day  .in  this  room,  where  h^  receives  special 
'tutorial  assistance,  and  the  remainder  of  the  school  day  in  the  / 
regular  classroom.     If  progress  is  not  evident,  the  Child  is 
referred  back  to  the  diagnostic/prescriptive  teaching  program 
(Program  III)  for  reevaluation. 

6-     Program  VI  -  Structured  Learning  Environment 

The  structured  learning  envirornnent  is  established 
to  provide  coricentrated  services  in  a  more  intense  setting  to  re- 
mediate educational  needs.     These' services  provide  a  email  teacher- 
pupil  ratio,  extended  (Scheduling,  concentrated  activities,  and 
a  controlled  environment,  and  are  designed  tq  meet  the  more  se- 


vere  educational  needs  which  are  anticipated  as  requiring  long-- 
term intervention.  ^  The  structured  learning  environment  is  desig- 
^a%ed  as  a  corrective  service  to  improve  skills.     If  an  individual 
f^childThas  the  skills  to  function  adequately  in^t,  music,  physi- 
cal education,  social  studies,  etc.,  he  should  receive  fchese^ 
activities  with  his  regular  class. 

"  '  *  ' 

There  are  presently  24  schools  through  the  state 
offering  continuum  programs.  ;\ 


^Grants  to  Nonpvtblic  Preschool  Facilities.  : 

The  ^(fontgomery  County  Easter  Seal  Center  .had  a  five- 
year  demonstration  grant  to  , identify,  locate,  evaluate,  and ~ 
educate  hearing  and  language  impaired  preschool  children. 
though  the  grant  has  terminated,  services  continue.  . 


The  Hearing  and  Speech  Agency  of  Greater  Baltimore 
received  a  grant  (Hearing  Impaired  Program)  to  provide  services 
in  identification,  location,  evaluation,  and  edudation  of.  hearing 
and  language  impaired  infants  and  toddlers  (0-^3  years  of  age)  re- 
siding in  the  city  and  metropolitan  area.'        ^  ^  f 


Title  VI,  Part  C  Deaf /Blind' Project 

.  * 

In  1972,  program  activities  for  deaf/blind  children 
were' begun.  '  This  is  the  third  year  of  operation:  for  this  program. 
Classes  are  held  at:  ^ 

•  Maryland  School  for  the  Blind 
Rosewood  Center  ^  , 

•  •    Highland  Health  Center 

•  Great  Oaks 
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In  connection  with  this 'pro ject,  Marylanid  State  De- 
partment of  Education  (f4SDE)  will  initiate  and  provided  "(1)  an  inter 
agency  conference  related  to  long  range  needs  pf  the  deaf/blind 
population  as  they  reach  possible  employment  levelg  and  ages; 
and  (2)  a  two-day  parent/child  live-in  workshop  which  will  in- 
clude interdisciplinary  approaches  to  deaf /blind,  parent/child 
education. 


•    Title  IV,  Part  C  Innovative  Programs, 

Some  of  the  innovative  programs  f6r  the  handicapped 
are:^  *         *  * 

»  ■» 

•  Baltimore  City  Sickle  Cell  Anemia  (Continuation 
Grant  Seconal  Year)  -  to  identify,  locate,  and 
evaluate  sickle  cell  children  and  provide  them 
with  home  and  Jiospital  instruction,  -  > 

^       r        .  •    Montgomery  bounty  .Early  Services  for  Visually 
Handicapped  Children  (Continuation  Grap,t  for 
Curriculum,  Development^  and  Research)  to 
educate  visually  impaired  children  0-5  years 
of  age,  and  to  test,  revise,  and  disseminate 
curriculum  guides  and  materials  for  their 
education. 

jp  s  ©St.  Mary's  County  Listen  and  Say  Project  (Con- 

tinuation Grant,  Second  Year)  -  to  identify  and 
service  stSme  of  the  children  with  speech  and 
language  problems  using  regular  classroom  teachers 
trained  by  speech  and  language  therapists. 

•  Garrett  County  Comprehensive  Special  Education 
and  Correlated  Programs  for  Youth  -  to  identify 
and  serve  children  in  need  of  compreheni^ive 
special  education  services • 

Frederick  County  (Transient  Adjustment  Problems  v 
(TAP))  -  to  screen  and  evaluate  adolescents  ages 
13-18  for  potential  transient  ad jus tment' problems 
by  trained  consultants  from  the  Brook  Lane 
"    Psychiatric  Center. 

Title  I  Programs  for  the  Disadvantaged  and  Incentive 
'    and  Urban  Renewal  Projects 

All  Title. I  children, 'with  emphasis  on  Grades  K-3, 
are  screened  and  evaluated  for  specific  learning  disabilities, 
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reading  levels,  etc.     Children  whose  special  needs  would  warrant 
(1)   special  education  services,  particularly  speech,  language, 
and  reacUng  therapy;  and  (2)   supportive  services  for  prosthi.etic 
devices  needed  to  learn,  such  as,  eyeglasses,  hearing  aides, 
etq.  ,  are  identified  from  this  gjfoup* 


Additionally Incentive  and  Urban  Renewal  Project* 
proposals  are  being  submitted  by  the  seven  local  education 
agencies  which  qualify  for  such  programs.     Some  of  these  pro- 
posals will  deal  with  child  identification,  location,  and 
evaluation  activities. 


6.1.4         New  Local  Education  Agency  (LEA)  Programs  for  19  75-76 


The  following  are  illustrai;ions  of  new  special  educa- 
tion programs  initiated  at  the  LEA  level  during  the  1^75-^76 
school  year:  » 

ALLEGANY;  ^OUNTY 

1  Hearing  Impaired  Class 

ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 

10  Emotionally  Handicapped  Classes 
6  Multiply  Handicapped  Classes 

2  Modified  Self-Contained  Hearing  Impaired 
Classes 

BALTIMORE  COUNTY 

1  Severely  and  Multiply  Handicapped  Preschool 
Class 

BALTIMORE  CITY 

1  Multiply  Handicapped  Impaired  Class 
1  Severely  and  Profoundly  Retarded  Class 

1  Secondary  Hearing  Impaired  Class 

2  Emotionally  Disturbed  Classes 
24  Speech  Therapy  Classes  ^ 

18  Continu\im  Programs 
^  9  Communication  Centers 

CALVERT  COUNTY 

1  Language  Development  Resource  Class 

2  Self-contained  Educable  Mentally  Retarded  Class 
2  Emotionally  Handicapped  Resource  Classes 

• 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY 

1  Educable  Mentally  Retarded  Modified  Resource 
Room 

1  Physically  Disabled  Class 

2  Profoundly  Retarded  dlasses 

CARROLL  COUNTY  ' 

1  Secondary  Spec^^^c  Learning  Disabilities  Re^  ^ 
source  Room 

CHARLES  COUNTY 

1  Primary  Emotionally  Handicapped  Class 

1  Intermediate  Emotionally  Handicapped  Class 

1  Secondary  Emotionally  Handicapped  Class 

3  Self-Contained  Specific  Learning  Disability 
Classes  . ■  » 

10  Self-contained  Intellectually  Limited  Classes 

DORCHESTER  COUNTY     /  . 

1  Severely^  and  Profoundly  Retarded  Class 

FREDERICK  COUNTY 

1  Preschool  Therapevitic  Class 

1  Emotionally  Handicapped  Alternative  Program 

Class  ^ 
1  Transient  Adjustment  Problem  II  Class 

GARRETT  COUNTY 

1  Continuum  Program 

1  Orthopedically  Handicapped  Class 

HOWARD  COUNTY  .  ^ 

2  Preschool  Developmentally  Delayed  Classes 
1  Elementary  Emotionally  Handicapped  Class 

1  Middle  School  Emotionally  Handicapped  Class 
1  Elementary  School  Specific  Learning  Disability 
Class 

1  Middle  School  Specific  Learning  Disability  Clas 

1  High  School  Modified  Resource  Room 

2  Elementary  Child  Study  Centers  ^-i^ 

KENT  COUNTY 

1  Severely  and  Profoundly  Retarded  Class 
MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

4  Emotionally  Handicapped  Closes 

3  Specific  Learning  Disabilities  Classes 
3  Language  Disability  Classes 

1- Severe  Emotional  Handicapped  for  Adolescents 
Class 
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PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY        "  'I 

4  Emotionally  Handicapped  Classes 

1  Continuvun  Program*  » 

Early  Identification  Programs  for  the 

Multiply  Handicapped  ^ 

Multiply  Handicapped  Programs  ^or  the  SeAj'erely 

and  Profoundly  Handicapped  '^-^^ 

QUEgN  ANNE'S  COUNTY 
♦  1  Continutam  Program 

ST,  MARY'S  COUNTY 

2  Hearing  Impaired  Classes 

2  Emotionally  Haiviicapped  Classes 

TALBOT  COUNTY 

1  Hearing  Impaired  Class  *  ^ 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY^ 

1  Learning  Disabled  Elementary  Resource  Room 

2  Itinerant  Speech  Service  Classes 

WICOMICO  COUNTY 

1  Physically  Handicapped/Multiple  Handicapped 
Class  \^  ^ 

5  Secondary  Resource  Rooms  ; 

WORCESTER  COUNTY 

\   ' 

1  Continuum  Program 


6.1.5  Future  Activities  in  .Accountability 

The  field  of  sjjecial  edification  is  responding  to  the  re- 
quests from  its  constituents  that  it  be  accountable  for  services. 
During  the  past  year  the  state  4nd  the  LEA's  have  established  ad- 
ministrative  goals  for  special  education  programs  to  meet  the' 

« 

needs  of  all  handicapped  children.     The  implementation  of  these 
goals  is  further  refined  in  a  Five- Year  Plan  which  each  school 
system  in  the  State  of  Maryland  has  submitted  to  the  State 
Department  of  Education.  . 


Steps  must  be  taken  af^  this  time  to  develop  accoun^abili 
for  programs  for  the  individual  child's  development.     The  v^ria- 
bility  of  special  education  programs,  however,  presents  soine  seri- 
ous problems  with, regard  to  this  effort .^^    The  field  of  special 
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education  provides  a  broad. range  of  services  from  full-day 
special  servipe  programs  for  emotionally  ir.oaired  children  to 
a  "twice  a  week"  .service  program  .for  children  with  speech  dif~ 
ficulties.    With  such  a  variance  of  services  anS  needs/  it  is 
difficult  to  find. a  common  denominator  that  wiUL  adequately  re~ 
present  a  child's  growth  as  a  result  of  these  services^ 

There  are  serious  efforts  uKder  way  within  the  State 
of  Maryland  to  explore  solut^ions  to  this  problem.     Mar  ley  Glen 
Special  School  in  -Anne  ArunSbl^CountyL  is  ^presently  participating 
as  a  p^ilot  site  in  Maryland  Alternative  Aicountability' Pilot 
Project  (MAAPP)       Montgomery  County  Pviblic  Schools  has  initiated 
a  program  called-!  "Indi^vidual  Learning  ^Continuums ,  "  which -con- 
stitutes  initial  assessments  ijivolving  criterion  referenced  assess- 
ment of  basics "dn  reading,  writing,  jand  arithmetic.     In  addition, 
a  level  of  cognitive  function  is  assessed  1^  means  of  a  series  of 

■  tests  which  are  designed  to  expand  approximately  ^wo  grade 
leVfels.     An  additional  "effort  in  accountability  is  under  way 

^•through  the  Continuum  Programs  in  the  State  of  Maryland.  This 
model  includes  pre-  and  post-tests  in  areas  of  reading,  mathematics 
and  social  skills. 

During  the  fq^tI)tcoming  year,  special  educators  will  be 
scrutinizing  thesfe  acpountability^odels  in-  order  to  formulate 
appropriate  guidelines  and  procedures  which  will  further  expand 
an  accountability  program  during  the  1976-77  school  year. 
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6.2  Development  of  Evaluation  Designs  for  Speni n1  Education 

6.2.1'        General  \ 

The  Maryland  S^tate  Department  of  Education  (MSDE)  and 
the  loca^  school  systems  in  Maryl'ahid  ^are  cooperatively  pattici- 
patiyig  in  several  evaluation  studies  of  educational  programs  for 
handicapped  children  which  include:  ^  « 

r 

-  .  0 

•  The  evaluation  of  the  Continuum  of  Educational 
Service  Program;  * 

•  The  evaluation  of  Title  VI-B  Special  Education 
Projects;  and 

•  An  evaluation  of  special  programs  for  severely 
and  profoundly  handicapped  children. 

The  evalus^ion  of  special  education  programs  reflects 
an  eijlargement  of  MSDE  goals. 

6.2.2         The  Evaluation  of  the  Continuum  of  Edugatignal  , 

•   Services  Program  ^  .  / 

* 

During  the  Rummer  of  1975,  the  Impact  V  Continuum 
Summer  Seminar/Workshop  was  held  in. three  counties  in  Mary- 
land:   Allegany  County,  Dorchester  County,  and  Anne  Arundel 
Country.    This  seminar/workshop  wa^- designed  to  provide  skills 
and  information  to  teachers  planning  to  work  in  continuum 
schools  dxiring  the  1975-76  school  year. 

This  seminar/workship  was  evaluated  to  determine  the  ex- 
tent of  teachers'  learning  and  their  feelings  about  their  experi- 
ences.   Both  cognitive  and  attitudinal  in&truments  were  constructed 
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and  administered,  to  the  teachers.     In  general^  the  results  showed 
that:     (1)   teachers  learned  more  skills  and  information' thaiyexp^cted; 
(2)   teacher^s'  experience  and  workshop  activities  were  prof e{(sioi)!ally^ 
helpful;   (3)  pre-  and  po^t-test  results  .showed  that  teachersN^d 
made  positive  gains  in  tt^&^Lr  content  knowledge;  and  ^(4)   testi  s^res 
generally  supported  the  teachers'  positive  feelings  about  the  Im- 
pact V  Continuum  Summer  Seminar /Workshop. 

An  important  aspect  of  the  overall  continuvim  of  edu- 
cational services-  evaluation  is  the  assessment' of  basic  skills  J^' 
and  school  behaVix>r  of  children  referred  to  the  continuum  program, 

major  question  i^^pag  addressed  is:     Do  children  improve  in 
rdading  skills,  mathematics  skiUbs  and  school  behavior  as  a  r6- 
suit  of  being  involved  in  the  contifiuum  prograirt?  *  .  * 

The  Maryland  State  Department,  of  Education  and  directors 
of  special  educa.tion  in  the  local  educational  school  systems  de- 
vised an  assessment  design  that '^will  yield  test  scores  for  continuum 
Students  and  help  determine  to  \^at  extent  these  students  arfe 
growing  in  terms  of  reading,  mathematics?,  basic  concepts,  and 
school  behavior.       ,  > 

The  following  continuiam  evaluation  assessment  instruments 
weire  phosen:  * 

•  Boehm  Test  of  Basic  Concepts   (BTBC  —  1971'  education; 
Forms  A  &  B) ; 

•  Classroom  Reading  Inventory  (CRI  —  1974  edition; 
Forms  A  &  B) ;  , 

•  Comprehensive  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  (CTBS  —  1974  ex- 
panded edition  Form  F,  both  mathematics  subtests); 

•  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  (ITBS  —  1971  edition. 
Form  5) ;  and 

•  Pupil  Behavior  Inventory. 
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The  assessment  design  is  being 'implemented  during  the 
1975^76  school^ year  in  all  20  continuvun  programs,  and  results 
should  be  availaBle 'in  July  1976. 


I 


6.2.3         The  Evalliation  of  Title  VI-El  Special  Education  Projects  ' 
— ^  / 

Maryland's  1976  grant  award  for  Title  VI-B  of  the  Educa- 
tion of  Handicapped  Act  has  been  approved,  and 'Revaluation  was 
.found  to  be  an  important  cdlipppnent  to  the  17  projects  contained 
Within  Title  VI-B.     The  major  evaluation  tasks  are  i^s.  follows: 

•  Assisting  local  school's  to  state  appropriate 
objectives  for  these  projects; 

•  Creating  and  implementing  an  evaluation  design 
for  each  project;  and 

m    Participating  in  the  followup  audit  of  each  ^ 
Title  VI-B  Project."  ^ 

.     These  major  evaluation  tasks  will  'be  accomplished 
through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  MSDE  and  ^ocal  educational 
agency^ staffs.     Si^h  evaluation 'tasks  will  be  conducted  during 
the  1975-76  school  year! 
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.TTie  Evaluation  of  Special 'Education  Programs  for 
Severely  and  Profoundly  Handicapped  ChildKen 


One  critical  area  into  whic^  publ||^  schools  are  moving 
is  that  of  providing  educational  programs  for  severely  and  pro- 
foundly 'handicapped  children.     The  MSDE  staff  helped  to  por>duct  ' 
an  evaluation  of  a  workshop  orf  precision  ^t^ac^iing  held  during  the 
suiraner  of  1975.     This  workshop  was  designed vto  train  teachers  in 
tlie  use  of  precision  teaching  techniques  with  severely  and  pro- 
foundly handicapped  children.     A  followup  study  of  these  teachers 
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will  be  conducted  during  the  1975-76  school  year  to  determine- the 
effectiveness  of  the  summer  workshop  and  also  to  provide  inforniar 
tion  from  which,  future  woy^kshops  can  be  developed.  ^ 
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Chapter  7  pupil  services  component 

?•!  Introduction 


Since  1972 ^  the  philosophical  orientation  of  pupil 
services  ip  Maryland  has  shifted  its  emphasis  from  crisis  ixi±erven- 
tion  programming  to  a  three-pronged  effort  q£  preventativ^B^^ 
developmental  activities  for  students  at  all  levels  of  the  educational 
establishment,  increased  invplvement  ^  pupil  service  practitioners^ 
within  the  mains treerni  of  the  educational  process,  and  structured, 
program-planning  approaches  for  meeting  student  needs. ^  In  contrast, 
pupil  services  programs  have  traditionally  and  primarily  assisted 
student  adjustment  to  the  school  environment. 

Responding  to  Maryland  State  Board  of  Education 
priorities^  statewide  needs  assessment  studies  and  information  from 
, local  education  professionals,  state  leadership  personnel  has  gen«- 
erated  the  following  major  goals:  ' 

^ 

•  To  enable  students  to  enjoy  2md  benefit  ^rom 
the  school  experience; 

*    •      To  help  students  plan,  make  decisions,  and 

;  take  independent  action  on  career  and  other  life 
^choices;  and  - 

•  To. aid  students  in  iearni^  effective  skills  for 
^   personal  and  social  development. 

7.2  Planning  for  Accountability  in  Pupil  Services 

From  this  j)erspective,  a  planning  model  for  the  develop- 
ment of  programs  was  created.     Thia  model  guides  local  staff  by 


^School  counselors,  .psychologists,  careap:  development  specialists, 
and  pupil  personnel,  social  and  health  Workers  function  as  pupil 
jservices  practitioners. 
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helping  them  systematically  determine  student  needs  and,  in  turn, 
provide  activities  which  meet  these  needs •    The  process  includes 
collecting  information,  developing  specif ig  objectives,  ?ind  pro- 
viding  proper  staff,  mater ials%,  equipment,  and  facilUties,  as  well 
as  the  evaluation  of  progrsun  processes  and  outcomes.  Several 

model  projects  using  this  desrgn  are  currently  in  progress  in! 

*.        .  .  .'  ^ 

local  school  districts.  , 

In  regional  meetings  acros^  Maryland,  local  and  state  . 
pupil  services  supervisory  staff  have  explored  specific  program 
objectives  for  the  three  above-mentioned  goals.    An  accountability 
statement,  based  on  material  developed  by  these  regional  grojjps, 
has  been  drafted.     Samples  of  the  working  copy*  of  the  accaunt- 
ability  document  appear  in  Figure  7.1  on  the. following  page. 

In  reading  the  illustration  of  the  proposed  design  of     *  . 
the  accoujntability  document  and  several  sample  outcomes,  it  is 
important  to  note  that  these  are  drafts  and  svibject  to  modification 
during  the  development  process.    .Furthermore,  the  accountability 
dot!ument  which,  is  planned  for*  completion  by  January  1977  will 
represent  a  first  step,  in  a  gradual  phase-in  of  student  and  staf fr^ 
outcomed.     The  length  of  time  required  for  generating  a  comprehen- 
sive pupil  service^  accouhtability-planning  system  has  not  yet  been 
determined.    One  feature  of  the  system  will  be  its  flexibility  in 
terms  of  the  changing  needs  of  the  client  population  and  other 
aspects  of  the  educational  environmeiit.  • 

This  draft  •document*  will  be  dis£ieinlnated  to  local  pupil 
services  and  administrat.ive  and  instructional  personnel,  as  well 
as  to  students,  parents,  and  profesaional  organization  representa- 
tives.   Responses  will  be  synthesized,  and  a  new  draft  presented  . 
to  the  appropriate  administrative  groupings  Within  the  Department 
for  formal  action.  .  '         i  , 
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Figure  7.1    Sample  Items  from  Draft  Document  on  Accountability 
in  Pupil  Services 


OUTCOMEl 

••l«cted  t«ach«rs  partlclpa'* 
tiny  in  training  progran  will 
*4^iiionltr'at«  a  knowlodgo  of  . 
*l«Arning  principles  vhicli 
reinforce  the  successful 
I  Issrning-tssching  of 
atu4«nts . 


gUGGESTED  STRATEGIES 

Orgsnizs  snd  conduct  train- 
ing progrsms  (K-12)  onx 

1.  DsvQlopmcntal  task 
concepts 

2.  Classroom  mAnagement 
techniqusrt 

3'  Curriculum  program 

planning 
4.  Idsntif ication  of  and 

teaching  response  to 

student  strengths  snd 

weaknessss 


EVALUATION  PROCEDURES     TARGET  POPULATION       RESPONSIBLE  PERSON 


Observation 
Solf-report 
, Tests 
Qualitative 
evaluation  of 
per f ormance 
Frequency  counts 
Records  review 


Teachers 


Psychologists 
Other  pupil 
services  staff 
Curriculum 
specialists 
Consultants 


6tudents«vwill  demonstrate 
awareness  of  personal  healUr 
Status. 


Students  that  withdraw  from 
school  will  hkve  )cnowledge 
of  options  open  to  them  and 
a  plan  of  action  to  follow. 


1.  Health  screening 

2.  Communication  of  results 
of  screening  to  students* 
parents  t  appropriate 
staff 


1.  Directing  ^'students  to 
alternatives  prdgramtf^ 

2.  Refer  case  * 

3.  Indivif^ual  counseling 

4.  Exit  planning  conference 


Structixred  inter-    K-12  students 
view  with  random 
ssmple  of  students 

(K-5)  ■ 

Student,  psrent 
health  question- 
naires (6-12) 


hi 


3gi tudinal 
cSy 

Self-report 
Data  review 
Agency  report 


Secondary  School 


School  Nurse-PHN 
Health  aid 
Volunteers 
Physicians 
Health  Department 
Staff 


Pupil  personnel 
workers 


Students  participating  in 
development  guidance  pro- 

?rams  willt 
.  Identify  personal  be- 
haviors which  they  want 
to  change. 
7.  llvyelqQL_a  plan  for 

changing  ElTVs^-~14f rati- 
fied behaviors  .       ^  -~ 


Students  will  demonstrate  the 
following  skills  in  k  system- 
<ftic  decisionmaking  process/ 

1.  Defining  the  problem 

2.  Processing  information 

3.  Identifying  a  variety  of 
Alternatives 

4.  Examining  the  consequences 
of  the  alternatives 

5.  Implementing  a  course  of 
action 

S.  Accepting  the  outcome 
of  the  4eoiaion 


In  individual  or  group 
sessions,  teach  how  to 
identi fy , behaviors  of 
concern  snd  develop 
strategies-  for  changing 
these  behaviora.  i 


1 .  Self-reporting 

2.  Pre-post  test  of 
skills  taught 


K-12 


Counselor 
Teacher 


1.  Groip  guidance  sessions 
on  decisionmaking  akills 

2«  Counselors  w^ll  cooperate 
with  toachfrs  in  teaching 
decisionmaking  skills 

3.  Teach  decisionmaking 
skills  in  appropriate 
i;idividuaX  counseling 
sessions 

4.  Peer  counseling 


Random  sampling  of 
students  will  list 
the  six  steps  in 
decisionmaking 
Random  sampling  of 
students  will  demonstrate 
d%c i s i o nma king  skills 
in  simulsted  situations 
Student  self-report  on 
use  of  decisionmaking^ 
skills. 


Intermediste 
grades 

Junior/Middle 


Counselors 
Teachers 
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Current  plans  call  for  an  initial  phase  of  the  pupil 
services  accountability  document  to  be  published  in  the  January 
1977  edition  of  the  state's  accountability  progreun  report. 
Implementation  activities  wiri  begin  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  to  enable  local  staffs  to  engage  in  data  collection,  including 
student  needs  assessment,  to  develop^  skills  in  the  use  of  such 
information  for  the  modification  ot  existing  programs  (where 
necessary),  and  to  report  on  selected  program  objectives. 

Thi^  parameters  of  the  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education 
Education   (MSDE)   pupil  services  activities  have  been  defined  in 
in  three  areas:   (1)   student  affairs;    i-2)   career  education;  and  (3) 
personal-QOcial  development.     Within  each  area,^  teams  of  pupil  ser- 
vices professionals  froirv  the  Pupil  Services  Section  provide  leadership, 
staff  training,  a^d  consu|Ltative  services  to  students,  teachers, 
counselors  and  other  pupil  services  practitioners,  a^pdjpistrators , 
arid  supervisors  througjiout  the  btate. 

Through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  local  and  state 
pupil  services  staff,  the  MSDE  is  seeking  to  bring  about 
effective  and  accountable  delivery  of  tfhe  various  pupil  ser- 
vices to  Maryland  student^,  parents,  and  school  personnel. 


0 
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'  Appendix  A     the  Maryland  educational  accountability  act 


^Public  School  Laws  of  Maryland 
EDUCATIONAL  ACCOUNTABILITY 


Introduction 

AN  ACT  to  add  new  Section  28A  to  Article  77  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  * 
Maryland  (1969  Replacement  Volume),  title  "Pub).ic  Education,"  subtit^le '"State , 
Superintendent  of  Schools,"  t6  follow  immediately  ^after  Section  28  th^eof,  to  ' 
provide  for  a  program  of  educational  accountability  for  the  public  s^iools  of 
Maryland;  and  to  generally  relate  thereto. 

|. 

WHEREAS,  The  goal  of  this  Act  is  to  assure  that  alj.  public  school  students, 
throughout  the  State  df  Maryland,  have  access  to  an  education  that  will  enable  them 
to  function  to  the  best  of  their  abilities  as  informed  citizens.     Each  student  has  < 
the  right  to  expect  his  school  and  school  system  to  provide  adeqiiate  instruction  in 
the  minSftum  skills  necessary  to  master  effective  verbal  and  written  conimunication. ^ 
In  csadition,  each  student  should  h%ve  access  to  mathematic.al ,  scientific  and  '  ' 

technical  iCnowledge  so  that  he  will  be  able  to  function  adequately .  in  th'is  complex 
age.     Further,  each  student  should  be  able  to  understand  oiir  government  so  that  he 
may  participate  effectively  in  all  of  the  duties  ami  rights  of  citizenship.  All 
strudentis,  whether  normal,  handicapped  or  exceptional,  have  the  right  to  expect  their 
schools  and  school  systems  to  provide  the  opportunities  to  help  each  individual 
realize  his  fullest  potential.  ^ 

The  purposes  of  this  Act  are  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  educational 
accountability  in  the  public  education  system  of  Maryland,  to  assure  that ^educational 
programs  operated  in  the  public  schools  of  Maryland  lead  to  the  atljaiivnent  of  esta- 
*blished  objectives  for  education,  to  provide  information  for  accurate  analysis  of  . 
the  costs  associated  with  j^ublic^ education  programs,  an^Jbo  prpvide  information  for 
an  analysis  of  the  differential  effectiveness  of  instructional  programs;  now/ 
therefore.. 
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Article  77,  Section  28A  (1972)  ^ 


SECTION  1.    Be-it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  Maryland,  That  a  new 
Section  28A  be  and  it  is  hereby  added  to  Artidle  77  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  Maryland* 
(1969  Replacement  Volume),  title  "Public  Education,"  subtitle  State  Superintendent 
of  Schools,"  to  follow  immediately  after  Section  28  thereof,  and  .to  read  as  follows: 


28A. 


(a)     Education  accountability  program.    The' State  Board  of  Education 
and  State  Superintendent  of  Schools,'  each  Board  of  Education 
and  every  school  system,  and  every  school,  shall  implement  a 
program  of  education  accountability  for  the  operation  and 
management  of  the  public  schools,  which  shall  include  the 
following: 

(1)     The  State  Board  of  Education  and  the  State  Superintendent 
of  Schools  shall  assist  each  local  school  board  and 
J  school  system  in  developing  and  implementing  educational 

,   goals  and  objectiyes  in  conformity  with  statewide 
»      educatibnal  othectivfes  for  subject  are^s  including, « but 
not  limited  toV  reading, ""writing  and  math^a'ti'cs. 
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(2)     Each  school,  with. the  assistance  of  its  local  board  of 
education  and  school  system,  shall  survey  the  current 
status  of  student  achievement  in  reading,  language, 
mathematics,  and  other  ar^as  in  order  to  assess  i^ 
n6eds.  " 

^         (3)     Each  schbol  shall  establish  as  the  basis  of  its 

assessment*  project  goals  and  objectives  whic^  are 
in  keeping  with  the  goals  and  objectives  established 
by  its  board  of  education  ^afid  the  State  Board  of 
Education.  .  - 

^  <4)     Each  school,  with  the  assistance  of  its  local  board  of 
education,  th^  State* Board  of  Education- and  * the  State 
Superintendent  of  Schools, ^shall  develop  programs  for 
meeting  its  needs  on  the  basis  of  priorities  which 
it  fi^hall  set. 

(5)  Evaluation  programs  shall  concurrently  be  developed 
to  determine  if  the  goals  and  objectives  are  being  met. 

(6)  Re-evaluation  of  programs,  goals  and  objectives  shall 
be  regularly  under tajken. 

(b)  The  State  Department  of 'Education  shall  assist  the  local  boards  of 
education  in  establishing  this*  program+^by providing  guidelines  •  for 
development  and  implementation  of  the  program  by  the  local  boards, 
and  by  providing  ^ssistancl^  and  coprdination  where  needed  and  requested 
by  those  boards.  ^'  & 

'  •  ^1  '  , 

(c)  Beginning,  on  July  1,  1973,  th<^  State  Board  of  Education,  upon  recommen- 
dation of  the  State  Superintendent  of  Schools,  shall  include  in  its 
annual  budget  request  such  fiiilds  as  it  deems  necessary  to  ciirry  %ut 
the  provifeions  of  this  Act.  \ 

(d)  During  January,  1975,  and  eacfi  January  thereafter,  the  State  Super- 
*        intendent  of  Schools  shall  tr4^n^mit  to  the  Governor  and  to  the  General 

Assembly  a  report  which  includes,  but  is,  not  limited  to  documentation 
indicating  the  progress  of  the.  State  Department  of  Education,  the  local 
boards  of  Education  and  each  school  in  the  State,  toward  the  achieve- 
ment oj^  their  respective  goals  and  objectives  and  recommendations  for 
legislation  which  the  State  Board  of  Educatibn  and  the  State  Super- 
intendient  of  Schools  deem  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  quality 
of  education  in  Msftryland. 

SECTION  2.    And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  this  Act  shall  take  effect 
^      July  1,  1972.  1^2.^ 


« 
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Amendment  to  Article  77,  Section  28A  (1975) 


AN  ACT  concerning 

Education  —  Evaluating  Accountcibility 

FOR  the  purpose  of  prohibiting  national  standardized  testing  from  being  used 
exclusively  to  evaluate  ([education]]  educationerl  accountability. 


SECTION  1.     BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  "MARYLAND ,  That  new 
Section  28A(e)  be  and  it  is  hereby  ^dded  to  Article  77  —  Public  Education ,  of  the 
Annotated  Code  of  Maryland  (1969  Replacement  Volvpe  and  1974  Supplement)  to  read 
as  follows: 


EXPLANATION:     CAPITALS  INDICATE  MATTER  ADDED  TO  EXISTING  LAW. 

[Bradkets]  indicate  matter  stricken  from  existing  law. 
<    [[Double  brackets]]  indicate  matter  stricken  out  of  bill. 
Underlining  indicates  amendments  to  bill. 


28A. 

(E)     NATldtlAL  STANDARDIZED  TESTING  MAY  NOT  BE  USED  AS  TH^  EXCLUSIVE 

MEASURE  FOR  EVALUATING   (  [EDUCATION]  ]   EDUCATIONAL  ACCOUNTABILITY. 

SECTION  2.     AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  ^ACTED,  That  this  Act  shall  take  effect 
September  1,  1976* 
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Appendix  B     statewide  goals. in  reading^  writing^  and  . 

filATHEMATICS  (APPROVED  6/20/75) 

students  in  the  public  school  systems  of  Maryland, 
Upon  completioh  of  programs  in'  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics 
established  hv  the  local  school,  should  achieve  at  least  a 
minimum  level  of  skills,  and  should  be  able  to  use  these  skills 
in  everyday  life.     The  established  goals  in  each  of  these  three 
area^  include:  , 

Goals  in  Reading 

1.  UTILIZE  A  VARIETY  OF  READING  MATERIALS 

2.  USE  A  WORD  RECOGNITION  SYSTEM 

3.  COMPREHEND  VARIOUS  READING  MATERIALS 

4.  MEET  THE  READING  DEMANDS  FOR  FUNCTIONING  IN  SOCIETY 

5.,     SELECT  READING  AS  A  PERSONAL  ACTIVITY  ,  •    *  ' 

Goals  in  Writing 

1.  USE  THE  WRITING  PROCESS  TO  COMMUNICATE  PERSONAL  FE?:LINGS  AND 
IDEAS,  OBSERVING  ACCEPTED  CONVENTIONS  OF  WRITING 

2.  USE  THE  WRITING  PROCESS  TO  RESPOND  TO  THE  DEMANDS  AND  OBLIGATIONS 
OF  SOCIETY,   OBSERVING  ACCEPTED  CONVENTIONS  OF  SOCIETY 

3.  VALUE  WRITING  FOR  PERSONAL  AND  SOCIAL  REASONS 
Goals  in  Mathematics 

1.  '  RECALL  AND/OR  RECOGNIZE  MATHEMATICAL  DEFINITIONS,   FACTS,  AND 

SYMBOLS  ^ 

2.  PERFORM  MATHEMATICAL  MANIPULATIONS  ' 

3.  UNDERSTAND  MATHEMATICIU^  CONCEPTS  AND  PROCESSES 

4*     SOLVE  SPECIFIC  MATHEMATICAL  PROBLEMS  .  .  .  • 

5.  USE  MATHEMATICAL  REASONIISJG  AND  PROCESSES  TO  MEET  PERSONAL 
AND  SOCIETAIi  NEEDS 

6.  APPRECIATE  AND  USE  MATHEMATICS 
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Go«li  in  Reading  ^ 

E.ch  M.ryl«nd  .tudent  who  h«.  .ohievod  the  objective,  for  re«^in5,€r^|«>>li.hed  by  the  loci  .chool.  .hould. 

1.  UTILIZE  A  VARIETY  OF  READIUG  MATERIALS 

IH  this  goal,  .  .tudent  identifies  his  ow.,  purpose,  for  u.ing  rending  materials,  «nd  f rotn  a  "J^e  variety 
of  available  material,    .elect,  those  which  are  .uitable  in  level  of  difficulty  and  in  ""tent.    Such  "^terials 
incluSc  ^th  ^int  (e.g..  books,  newopapors.  periodicals,  vertical  filp^f  document.)  and  non-print  (e.g..  fil».. 
records,  ttan»p2u:encies,  tnap5,  globes,  charts)*  I  , 

2.  l^^  J,  -  JJSE  A  WORD  RECOGNITION  SYSTEM 

'  The  achievement  o^  this  goal  enables  a  student  to  perfori,  two  taek.  which  ^^^^^i^^^^^'^^^^SSlJ^^S*^^"^ * 
Firt^  he  knows  and  can  apply  a  system  for  recognizing  V'^^^f  ^  ^'lu^r*  iyi?^  ?nc?Jd^s  the 

simultaneously  pronounce  words  and  determine  their  meaning  in  a  P^J^^^^^^^^  j!^*^  5l!;?on«rv?  clues 

Hie  of  the  necessary  picture,  context,  structural,  phonic,  and  authority  (i.e.,  glossary,  dictionary)  clues. 

3.  '  COMPREHEND  VARIOUS  READING  MATERIALS  0^ 

To  accomolish  this  goal,  the  student  must  think  literally,  critically,  and  creatively  about  the  intent 

ledge  about  the  content  to  ask  a  variety  of  questions  and  to  find,  suitable  answers  to  these.  ^ 

4.  MEET  THE  READING  DEMANDS  FOR  FUNCTIONING  IN  SOCIETY 

This  9oal  prepares  the  student  to  survive  in  society  by  ^clping  him  to  cope^with  ^^["yf^y  "*^^"^^*^P"^i*"°"' 
(i.e.,  folWnrSirectfons,  locating  references,  gaining  ^^^^^^^^ 

development).    Since  it  establishes  minimum  performance  levels  for  students,  this  goal  is  or  prxme  imporcan  e. 

5.  SELECT  READING  AS  A  PERSONAL  ACTIVITY 

n,^.    —  H.ia  aoal  is  the  Student personal  enjoyiaei.t  and  appreciation  of  th«  xeadiny  process  whereby 

throughout  the  State. 


Goals  in  Writing 

Each  Maryland  student  who  has  achieved  the  objectives  for  writing  established  by  the  local  school,  should: 

1.  USE  THE  WRITING  PROCESS  TO  COMMUNICATE  PERSONAL  FEELINGS  AND  IDEAS,  OBSERVING  ACCEPTED  CONVENTIONS  OF  WRITING 

The  essential  feature  of  this  goal  is  free  expression.    The  student  has  something  P!"°"«}.  J)"  «]m»mar 
press  for  his  own  use  or  t6  conmunicate  to  others.    Accepted  conventions  of  writing  include  items  like  spelling,  grammar, 
usage,  and  sentence  structure,  which  are  generally  accepted  as  correct  by  society. 

2.  USE  THE  WRITING  PROCESS  TO  RESPOND  TO  THE  DEMANDS  AND  OBLIGATIONS  OF  SOCIETY,   O^ERVING  ACCEPTED  CONVENTIONS 
OF  SOCIETY 

In  this  goal,  the  student  responds  because  he  has  been  asked  to  write  or  because  jji^^J^iJ^.f"  *  "i^JJ^ 

tlon  that  requires  him  to  write.  This  would  include  social  corroGpondonco,  busineso  transactions,  and  scholastic  writing 
organization,  development,  and  form  of  writing  would  bo  important  a&  well  as  the  mechanics  of  writing. 

3.  »VAUJE  WRITING  FOR  PERSONAL  AND  SOCIAL  REASONS 

This  goal  focusc*  upon  attitudes  about  writing  and  upon  typical  writing  behavior,    ^ho  ■tudent  recogniz^^ 
the  value  of  writing  in  hik  cfn  daily  life  and  tor  society  in  general,  is  willing  to  write  £n  response  to  impulse  or 
requirement,  end  gets  satisfaction  from  writing  something  well.  - 
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Coali  in  Mothematicfl  ^ 

B«ch  Mnryland  itudont  who  hai  achiovod  tho  objectives  for  M«thom«tica  eitabliihtd  by  tho  local  achool,  shouJ.di 

l',  RECALL  AND/DR  RECOGNIZE  MATHEMATICAL  pl2PINITI0NS ,  FACTS,  AND  SYMBOLS 

Theio  arc  the  aimpleat  of  mathematical  taski  bitt.  aro  an  Essential  aopoct  of  ^hievement^    Tho  lovol  of  diffi- 
culty in  thif  category  will  depend  more  on  tfxposuro  to  tho  material  and  on  memory  than  on  developed  ikill. 

2.  PERFORM  MATHEMATICAL  MANIEU^*ATIONS  ^  \  • 

The  taiki  in  thii  category  require  tho  individual  to  carry  out  single  opQi^ationi  and  procedures  (or  sequences 
of  these)  that  l)avo  been  previously  learned  and  aro  upecificmlly  requested.    Such  iihakm  will  require  developed  skill 
but  will  not  require  any  decision  as  to  which  process  or  cequonco  of  processes  is  ndcded  (e.g.,  algorithm).    It  is  in 
this  category  that  all  straightforward  computation  is  included  from  simple  addition  t6  operations  with  complex  numborsi 
it  also  includes  solution  of  equations,  evaluation  of  functions,  etc.     In  any  case  the  tasks  the  individual  is  required 
to  perform  in^volve  only  tho  rote  application  of  learned  ^ochniquea. 

3.  •  UNDERSTAND  MATHEMATICAL  CONCEPTS  AND  PROCESSES 

In  this  Category  the  individual  will  perform  tasks  which  include  tho  following  possible  kinds  of  trans.- 
lations  within  a  mathematical  conte>:tx 

•  Verbal  to  mathematical  (e.g.,  words  to  symbols) 

•  Mathematical  to  verbal  (e.g.,  symbols  to  wordo) 

•  Mathematical  to  mathematical  (e.g.,  translating  from  one  kind  of  representation  to  another  like  an 
equation  to  a  graph  of  thct-  Equation) 

•  Mathematical  to  physical  (e..g, ,  uco  of  charts  to  explain  fractions) 

•  Physical  to  matheTnatical  (e\g. ,  developing  formulas  for  physical) 

•  Verbal  to  verbal   (e.g.,  explanation) 

4.  SOLVE  SPECIFIC  MATHEMATICAL  PROBLEMS 

'  This  goal  Require*  the  individual  to  demonstrate  the  ability  to  select  knowledge,  skills,  information, 
and  techniques  needed  to  solve  a  particular  problem  and  to  apply  such  ability  in  actually  solving  the  problem. 

Included  will  be  tfliks  ranging  from  routine  to  unfamiliar,  from  specific  to  abstract,  and  from  thpse  whose 
.solutions  are  stralghtf orwarlrto  those  which  require  ingenuity  and  insight. 

Included  will  be  much  df  tho  consumer  mathematics  used  by  tho  majority  of  adults.    Also  included  will  be 
the  ability  to  follow  a  proof,  find  a  flaw  in  a  proof,  construct  a  deductive  proof  (as  in  a  geometry  problemj . 

The  common  characteristic  of  tasks  in  this  category  will  be  that  thoy  require  the  individual  to  analyze  a 
probJcm  and  determini*  «  sequppcc  of  stops  wh^cb  will   loai3  to  «  clearly  specified  putcom©  (whether  the  outcome  is 
finding  the  cost  of  a  purchase  or  proving  a  theorem). 

5.  USE  MATHEMATICAL  REASONING  AND  PROCESSES  TO  MEET  PERSONAL  AND  SOCIETAL  NEEDS 

This  category  is  a  combination  of  those  mathematical  abilities  which  aro  open-ended  and  tho^o  which  require  the 
use  of  matheroaticftl  techniques  and  patterns  of  thought  in  an  independent  and  constructive  way. 

tasks  in  this  category  require  the  ability  to  transfer  and  utilize  knowledge  in  new  situations,  to  recognize 
rns,  to  draw  conclusions  from  given  data,  to  plan  for  tlys  future  on  tho  basis  of  present  information,  and  to  use 
KSmatical  reasoning  to  make  optimum  decisions*  *>y^ 

Tasks  in  this  category  also  require  the  ability  to  recognize  tho  existence  of  a  problem,  to  state  it  formall^ 
to  formulate  hypotheses,  and  to  ascertain  if  the  problem  has  a  unique  solution.    Making  judgments  about  the  sufficiency 
of  conditions  and  the  determination  of  the  minimum  conditions  necessary  for  proof,  tho  disproof  of  the  hypotheses  by 
counterexample,  and  proof  by  induction  all  come  under  this  heading. 

APPRECIATE  AND  USE  MATHEMATICS 

A.  RECOGNIZE  THE  IMPORTANCE  AND  RELEVANCE  OF  MATHEMATICS  TO  THE  INDIVIDUAL  AND  TO  SOCIETY. 

This  goal  does  not  necessarily  involve  enjoyment  of  mathematics  or  participation  in  tho  development  of  ideas, 
*1lut  rather  it  focuses  on  tho  acceptance  of  "mathematics  as  being  worthwhile  —  i.e.,  thn  individual  recognizes  that 
fliathematios  is  necessary  whothcp  or  not  ho  uses  it  or  enjoys  studying  it.    For  example,  the  individual  should  recognize 
the  contribution  that  mathematics  has  made  to  tho  progress  of  civilization,  especially  in  the  sciences.    There  should 
also  be  appreciation  of  the  elegance,  economy,  and  techniques  of  mathematics. 

it 

B.  ENJOY  MATHEMATICS. 

EmphAsis  should  bo  placed  on  the  enjoyment  involved  in  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  mathematics  and  in  the  satis- 
faction gained  from  using  it  rather  than  on  the  ajnount  that  is  learned.    Similarly,  it  is  hoped  that  the  individual 
would  not  dislike  or  fear  mathematics. 

^  e#    USE  THE  CONTENT  AND  TECHNIQUES  OF  MATHEMATICS.  ^ 

ffhen^the  mathematics  is  relevant  and  appropriate,  individuals  shoifld  use  what  they  have  learned. 


1 


PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  LEARNING  OF  MATHEMATICS  BEYOUD  THAT  WHICH  IS  MERELY  REQUIRED  AND  ACTIVELY  SEEK  TO 
PURTHER  PERSONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  AREA  OF  MATHEMATICS. 


The  goal  relates  to  the  individual's  devplopment  of  a  curiosity  about  mathematics  «s  well  as  a  readiness 
to  engage  in  activities  in  this  area  (i.e.,   Indopondont  of  ochool  and/or  job  asDiqninonts) .     In  contrast  to  tho  ob- 
jectives in  other  categories,  independent  Oction  rather  than  reaction  is  ntrensod.    This  goal  emphasizes  that  the 
individual  should  actJLvely  seek  participrfCion  aid  further  dcvoloiMncnt  of  his  skills  in  mathematics.    This  is  opposed 
to  merely  passing  judgment  or  using  the  principles  learned  when  this  was  required. 
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Appendix  C     scholastic  aptitude  and  academic  achievement. of, 
selected  college-bound  high  school  seniors  in 
maryland  compared  with  a  national  sample* 


One  way  of  getting  an  indication  of  thq  effectiveness 
of  gchool  systems  in  Maryland  is  to  compare  the  performance  of 
Maryland  students  on  the  Admission  Testing  Program  (ATP) ,  admin- 
istered by 'a  nonpublic  national  organization,  the  College  Entrance 
Examination  Board,  with  student  performance  across  the  country.  .  The 
ATP  is  organized  to  help  higher  educational  institutions  select 
students  for  admission. 

In  the  two-battery  series  of  ATP,  i.e,,  Scholastic 
Aptitude  Test  (SAT)  and  Achievement  Tests,  the  mean  scores  of 
Maryland  high  school  seniors  for  the  year-  1974-75  were,  generally 
higher  than  national  norms.     Tables    C-T-  and  C-2  present 
the  comparison  of  Maryland  high  school  seniors  with  theNpationai 
sample  on  the  Scholastic  Aptitude  Test^and  Achievement  Test 
Scores,  respectively.^   '  * 

Table  C-1  shows  that  during  1974-75,  the  mean' of 
Maryland  students  for  the  SAT  was  two  points  higher  than  the 
national  sample  for  the  Verbal  Section,  but  on  the  mathematics 
section 'of  the  SAT,  the  mean  of  Maryland  students  was  one  point 
lower  than  the  national  sample.  * 

Table  C-2  reveals  that  during  the  same  ye^r  the  achieve- 
ment means  of  Maryland  students  were  23  points  above  the  national 



★Source:    rbollege  Board  ATP  Summary  Reports  1974-75  Maryland 

'  High  School  Seniors  and  College  Bound  Seniors,  1974- 
75.     Princeton,  N.J.:     College  Entrance  Examination 
Board,  Admissions  Testing  Program. 
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piean  for  English  Composition,  13  points  higher  in  Mathematics  ' 
Level  1,  21  points  higher  in  Mathematics  Level  2,  18  points 
higher  in  Biology,  13  points  higher  in  Chemistry,  29  points 
higher  in  American  History,  and  3  points  higher  in  French.* 


r 


It  may  be  ^pointed  out  that  since  the  students  from 
Maryland  took  the. test  voluntarily,  they  may  not  be  representa- 
tive of;  all  high  school  seniors  in  the  state.     However,  the  con-  . 
sistently  higher  means  for  Maryland  students  as  compared  with 
the  national  sample,  with  the  exception  of  the  math  section  of  SAT, 
provide  some  indication  of  the  effectiveness  of  school  systems  in' 
Maryland. 
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STATE  LEVEL 

Tnbl«  C-1  , 

SCHOI«ASTZC  APTITUDE  TEST  (SAT)  SCOR^  OF  SELECTED 
COLLEGE-BOUND  HIGH  SCHOOL  SENIORS  IN  MARYLAND 
'  COMPARED  WITH  A  NATIONAL  SAMPLE  FOR  1974-75 


* 

VERBAL 

MATH 

SCORE 

maI^yland 

SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

NUMBER 

% 

NUMBER 

% 

NUMBER 

t 

NUMBER 

% 

750^800 

51 

0 

93*7 

0 

265 

1 

9,381 

1 

700-749 

251 

1 

9i 

443 

1 

673 

2 

23,62'W^  2 
43,040^  4 

650-699 

651 

2 

22. 

077 

,  2 

1 

115 

4 

600-649 

1 

,335 

5 

45. 

676 

5 

2 

068. 

8 

79,471 

S 

550-599 

2 

,236 

8 

77 

560 

8  ' 

2 

989 

11 

107,433 

11 

500-549 

3 

,383 

12 

125,273 

13 

4 

169 

15 

149,850 

15 

450-499 

4 

,406 

16 

159 

61*8 

16 

4 

,241 

16 

157,362 

16 

400-449 

4 

,707 

17 

178 

397 

18 

,966 

15 

142,166 

14 

350-399 

4 

,202 

1=5  ^ 

158*^ 

436 

16 

3 

,657 

13 

137,475 

14 

300.-349 

3 

,297 

12 

119 

,875 

12 

2 

,526 

9 

93,437 

$ 

250-2^9 

.  1 

,781 

7 

65 

,105 

7 

1 

,314 

5 

45,392 

5 

200-249 

904 

3 

33 

,031 

3 

220 

1 

7,760 

1 

NUMBER 
MEAN 

STD.  DEV. 

27 

204 
436 
110 

996 

428 
434 

109 

1 

27, 

203 
471 
115 

996 

391 
472 
115 

0 


STATE  LEVEL 

TABLE  C-2 

ACHIEVEMENT  TEST  SCORES  OF  SELECTED  COLLEGE- 
BOUND  HIGH  SCHOOL  SENIORS  IN  MARYLAND  COMPARED 
WITH  A  NATIONAL  SA>**PLE  FOR  1974-75  . 


ENGLISH  COMPOSITION 

MATH  LEVEL  I 

MATH 

LEVEL  II 

SCORE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

NUMBER  t 

NUMBER 

% 

NUMBER 

I  ^ 

NUMBER 

* 

NUMBER 

% 

NUMBER  % 

750-800 

ao9  2 

2, 

771 

1 

85 

2 

3,376 

2 

2A3 

26 

6,712  23 

700-749 

267  5 

7, 

562 

4 

214 

6 

8,161 

5 

212 

23 

5,147  18  . 

650-699 

519  10 

16, 

156 

8 

454 

13 

16,182 

10 

191 

21' 

5,965  20 

600-649 

734  14 

24, 

206 

11 

633 

17  ^ 

24,196 

15 

131 

14 

5,090  17 

550-599 

852  16 

31, 

500 

15 

597 

16 

24^671 

16 

66 

7 

2,874  10 

500-549 

917  18 

35, 

602 

17 

649 

18 

29,151 

18 

34 

4 

1,357  5 

450-499 

711  14 

34, 

197 

16 

480 

13 

24,866 

16 

20 

2 

944  3 

400-449 

585  11 

30, 

092 

14 

335 

9 

16,760 

11 

11 

1 

585  2 

350-399 

349  7 

19. 

641 

9 

115 

3 

7,690 

5 

7 

1 

410  X 

300-349 

136  3 

8. 

255 

4 

62 

2 

2,664 

2 

2 

0 

203  1 

250-299 

31  1 

754 

1 

6 

0^ 

333 

0 

0 

0 

38  0 

200-249 

2  0 

116 

0 

0 

0 

11 

0 

1 

0 

9  0 

NUMBER 
MEAN 

8TD.  DEV« 

*  5,212 
53i 

ao7 

211, 

852 
515 
107 

3, 

630 
558 
100 

158, 

061 
545 
102 

918 
681 
92 

29,334 
660 
102 
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STATE  LEVEL 

Tabl«  C-2  (contlnuod) 

ACHIEVEMENT  TEST  SCORES  OF  SELECTED  COLLEGE- 
BOUND  HIGH  SCHOOL  SENIORS  IN  MARYLAND  COMPARED 
WITH  A  NATIONAL  SAMPLE  FOR  1974-75 


BIOLOGY 

CHEMISTRY 

SCORE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

MARYLAND 
SAMPLE 

NATIONAL 
SAMPLE 

NUMBER 

.  ;.l 

NUMBER 

% 

NUMBER 

1 

NUMBER 

% 

750-800 

42 

4 

2 

,004 

4 

31 

1,655 

'  5 

700-749 

7C 

7 

3 

rl23 

7 

63 

2,693 

650-699 

138 

13 

4 

,556 

10 

102 

3,953 

600-649 

165 

15 

6 

,026 

13 

127 

4,778 

550-599 

203 

19 

6 

,756 

15 

128 

5,549 

500-549 

147 

14 

7 

,581 

16 

,  127 

5,696 

450-499 

139 

13 

6 

,427 

14 

108 

4,752 

400-449 

97 

9 

5 

rl27 

11 

56 

2,866 

9 

350-399 

42 

4 

3 

,188 

7 

6 

971 

'  3 

300-349 

16 

1 

1 

,287 

3 

0 

0 

138 

0 

250-299 

6 

0 

294 

1 

0 

0 

3 

0. 

200-249 

0 

0 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NUMBER 
MEAN. 

STD.  DEV. 

1 

071 
562 
107 

46. 

383 
544 

115 

768 
582 
97 

33 

»056 
569 
103 

AMERICAIi  HISTORY 

FRENCH 

score\j 

MARYLAND 

NATIONAL 

MARYLAND 

NATIONAL 

SAMPLE 

SAMPLE 

SAMPLE 

SAMPLE 

NUMBER 

1 

NUMBER 

1 

NUMBER 

1 

NUMBER 

1 

750-600 

38 

3 

994 

2 

51 

4 

1,721 

5 

700-749 

45 

4 

1,620 

3 

92 

7 

2^060 

6 

650-699  . 

75 

6 

2,903 

5 

144 

11^ 

3,197 

9 

600-649 

155 

13 

5,451 

&  9 

173 

13 

4,069 

12 

550-599 

168 

14 

7,660 

12 

213 

16 

5,386 

16 

500-549 

19^ 

17 

10,7^2 

17 

220 

17 

5,897 

17  ^ 

450-499 

188 

16 

11,811 

le 

229 

17 

5,996 

11 

400-449 

183 

f 

15, 

11,902 

19 

149 

11 

4,264 

13 

350-399 

92 

• 

7,185 

11 

43 

3 

1,229 

4 

300-349 

38 

3 

3,060 

5 

3 

9 

49 

0 

250-29di 

7 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

200-249 

0 

0 

26 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i  '\ 
NUMBER 

1. 

187 

64 

089 

1. 

317 

33. 

168 

MEAN 

523 

494 

556 

553 

STD.  DEV. 

109 

103 

102 

105 

1 
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Appendix  D    information  from  the  Maryland  high  school  graduate 

followup  study  -  197^1 

i 

The  Maryland  State  Department  of  Education  contacts 
all  high  school  graduates  prior  to  graduation  and  again  six  months 
after  graduation,  to  find  out,  cimong.  other  things,  whether  they  ^ 
plan  to  continue  their ^schooling  or  seek  employment  and  to  get 
their  evaluation  of  their  high  school  experiences .     This  follow- 
up  information  may  be  helRful  in  providing  an  indication  of  the 
effectiveness. of  the  school  systems  in  Maryland.     Table  D-1  pro- 
vides information  regarding  the  number  and  percentage  of  high 
school  graduates  who  applied  for  admission  to  colleges  aad  uni- 
versities in  or4er  to  continue  their  education •     The  reader  will 
note  that  slightly  more  than  half  of  the  high  school-  graduates 
in  Maryland  applied  for  admission  to  such  schools.     This  activity 
shows  motivation  of  the  graduates  to  continue  their  education, 
which  might  be  the  effect  of  the  type  of  education  received  in 
high  schools. 

p  ( 

Table  D-2  shows  student  assessments  of  their  preparation 
by  the  schools  in  "skills  and  abilities",  and  Table  D-3  indicates 
student  assessments  of  their  preparation  in. school  "courses". 
Tables  D-2  and  0-3  reveal  that,  generally,^ a  majority  of  those 
who  responded  indicated  that  the  preparation  they  received  for 
each  "skill/ability"  and  "course"  was  either  satisfactory  or  . 
excellent. 


STATE  LEVEL 

TABLE  D-1.       •   NUMBER  AND  PERCENT  OF  MARYLAND  1974  HIGH  SCHOOL 

t 

GRADUATES  WHO  APPLIED  FOR  ADMISSION  TO  COLLEGES 


OR  UNIVERSITIES 

APPLIED  FOR 

NUMBERS  BY  SEX 

y^DMISSION, 

MALE 

FEMALE 

NO  RESPONSE 
BY  SEX 

TOTAL 

1  

PERCENT 

YES- 

4,672 

6,306 

47 

11,025  • 

56.2 

NO 

3,456 

4,750 

34 

8,240 

41.9 

NO  RESPONSE 

153 

168 

45 

366 

1.9  • 

GRAND  TOTAL 

19,631 

100.0 

1 
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STATE  LEVEL  ^      ■  , 

TABLE  D-^?      REACTIONS  OF  MARYLAnI  1974  HIGH  SCHOOL  GRADUATES 

%  REGARDING  THE  PREPARATION  RECEIVED  IN  GRADES  10-12 
'.    FOR  DIFFERENT  SKILLS  AND  ABILITIES 


PREPARATION  RECEIVED                                               *  / 

FOLLOW 
DIRECTIONS 

WORK  WELL 
WITH  OTHERS 

THINK  AN0  MAKE 
DECI3I0NS 

RESPONSES 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

NUMBER.  PERCENT 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

NO  RESPONSE 

tOBS  NOT  APPLY 

EXCELLENT 

SA^SFACTORY 

UNSATISFACTORY 

TOTAL 

2,04X            10. h 
089  ^t5 
5,7^3  29.3. 
X0,609            5^.0  ' 

379  Z.Q 
X9,63X  lOQ.O 

1,994  10.1 
567  2.9 
7,334  37.4 
9,129  46.5 

6  or  3.1, 

19,631  100.0 

2,093                 10.7  , 

493  2.5^' 
5f566  28.7 
9*1^39  50.6 
1*940  _LxA 
,          19 1 631  100.0 

NO  RESPONSE 

DOES  NOT  APPLY 

EXCELLENT 

SATISFACTORY 

UNSATISFACTORY 

TOTAL 

NO  nCSPOMSE 
DOBS  NOT  APPLY 
EXCELLENT 
^  SATISFACTORY 
UNSATISFACTORY 
TOTAL 

NO  RESPONSE 

DOES  NOT  APPLY 

EXCELLENT 

SATISFACTORY 

UNSATISFACTORY 

TOTAL 

SPEAK  BEFORE 
GROUPS 

SOLVE  NUMBER 
PROBLEMS^ 

WRITE  ftEPORTS 
AND  LETTERS 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

2,091  10.6 
1,0X^  $«2 
2,551         ,  13.0 
8,523        ,  ^3.^ 
5,^52  27.^8 
19,631  100.0 

2,099  10.7 

5,737                 29.2  ^ 
9,274  '47.2 
2f018  10*3- 
19,631  100.0 

2,098  10.7 
506  2*6 
;       4,979  25,3 
9,557  48.7 
,     2,491  l?-7 
^L'»9,631  100.0 

FOLLOW  LEISURE 
INTEREST 

JOIN  IN  CIVIL 
AFFAIRS 

USE  VOCATIONAL 

SKILLS  ^ 
>• 

NUMBER  PER^C^NT 

NUMBER     ^  PERCENT 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

2,172  11.1 
1,926  9.8 
^,718  24.0 
8,607  43.9 

19,631  100.0 

2,102  11.1 
3,708  18.9 
1,299  6.6 
6,932  35.3 
5,510  -2ft»J». 
19,631  100.0 

2.177  11. 1 

4.178  21.3 
3,377  17.2 
7,033               *  35.8 

^2jL«6A          -  .>-l-A 
19,631       ,  100.0 

READ  WITH 
UNDERSTANDING 

LEAD  OTHERS 

MEET  FAMILY 
RESPONSIBILITY 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

NUMBER  PERCENT 

number'  percent 
J  J.  • 

2,103  10.7 
4,622  2.4 
5,084  25.9 
9,820  &0.0 

,    AMI  ,.lJ'-%.9. 

19,631  100.0 

2,151  11.0 
1,665  9.5 
2,943  15.0 
9,720  49.5 

'  3*152  M.'^.Q. 
19,631  100.0 

2,168  11.0 
3,589  18.3 
3,729  19.0 
7.761  39.6 

2i3M  JtM:^ 
19,631  100.0 

• 
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TABi^E  D-3. 
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RESPONSES  OF  MARYLAND  1974  HIGH  SCHOOL  GRADUATES 
REGARDING  THE' PREPARATION  RECEIVED  IN  GRADES  10-12 
FOR  DIFFERENT  COURSES 


PREPARATION 

RE&EIVED 

VOCATIONAL 

- 

ART 

PHYSICAL 

EDUCATION  , 

PREPARATION 

RESPONSES 

NUHQER 

PERCENT 

NUMBER 

PERCENT 

NUMBER 

PERCENT 

NU  KCjrUNjC 

1 1  692 

8*6 

1.543 

7.8 

iL|747 

8.9 

COURSE  NOT  TAKEN 

111  293 

5-7.5 

1.722 

8.8 

10,215 

52.1 

r  PI  1  PMT 

11  Q 

MM  •  7 

6,32>7 

32.2 

2,871 

14.6 

SATtSFACtOflY 

3,379 

*17.2 

8,729. 

4^.5 

3,477 

17 .1r 

UNSATISFACTORY 

930 

1l310 

A. 7 

liIZl 

TOTAL 

19,631 

100.0 

19,631 

100.0 

19^631 

100.0  ' 

1  INDUSTRIAL 

J  

ARTS 

GENCRAL  BUSINESS 

MUSIC 

NO  RESPONSE 

/  l,7<»fl 

8.9 

1,730 

8.8 

1,711 

6.7 

COURSE  NOT  TAKEN 

I2f 691 

64.7' 

9,766 

49.7 

11,215 

57.1 

CV^CI  1  CUT 

li9l<» 

9.7 

3,003 

2,638 

13.5 

.SATISFACTORY 

2,617 

13.3 

4,454 

3,158 

16.1 

UNSATISFACTORY 

6frl 

3>4 

678 

^.^ 

TOTAL 

19,631 

100.0 

19,631 

100^ 
I 

19,631 

100.0 

/ 

{ 

t 

SCIENCE 

MATHEMATICS 

'''^^iOME 

ECONOMICS 

NO  RESPONSE 

li534 

7.8 

1,459 

7.4 

1,731 

8.6 

COURSE  NOT  TAKEN 

9^9 

4.9 

7  50 

-  3.8 

10,3d5 

52.9 

EXCELLENT 

3(  118 

26  .1 

6,432 

33.0 

2,897 

14  .8 

SATISFACTORY 

10, 118 

6,705 

'  44  .4 

3,951 

20.1 

UNSATISFACTORY 

lJft9^ 

__^9 . 6 

 m 



TOTAL 

mr 

V 

19,631 

100.0 

19,631 

100.0 

19.631 

100.0 

ENGLISH 

.  FOREIGN 

LANGUAGE 

SOCfAL  STUDIES 

f) 

NO  RESPONSE 

1»  418 

7.2 

1,547 

7.9 

a, 518 

7.7 

COURSE  NOT  TAKEN 

537 

2.8 

6,410 

32.6 

744 

3.6 

EXCELLENT 

5i935 

30.2 

2,409 

12.3 

5,268 

26.6 

SATISFACTORY 

9,561 

48.7 

6,  300 

'  32.1 

10, 772 

54.9  ^ 

UNSATISFACTORY 

2«96> 

TOTAL 

19.631  ^ 

100.0 

19,631 

100.0 

r  19,631 

ido.o 

0 
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Appendix'  E    the  use  of  regression  analysis  in  the  Maryland 
•  accountability  program  °    ,  ' 


i.  Purpose  of  the  Regression  Analysis 


The  results  of  the  accountability  testii^g  program  reveal 
a  high  degrefe  of  variability  in  the  average  levels  of  perfontiance* 
among  Maryland's  public  schools.    For  example,  in  the  ninth  grade,  * 
the  average  gfade  equivalent  >  (GE)-  score  in  vocabulary,  by 'school,, 
ranges  from  a  low  0^  5.93  to  a  high  of  10.95,  with  a  mean  of  8.43 
and  a  1.01  standard' deviation-.     Approximately  95  percent  of  the 
schools  attained  average  GE  levels  in  vocabulary  between  6.41  and 
10.45,  and  , 'approximately  68  percent  of  the  schools  attained  aver- 
age GE  levels  betwefeA  7.42  and  9.54  for  their  ninth  grades.  ^ 


'  The  primary  purpose  of  regression  analysis  in  this  re 

port  is  to  account  for  or  explain  a  maximum  percentage  of 
such  observed  variation  in  school  performance  levels  in- terms  of 
related  student  background  variables.     A  secondary  purpose  is  to 
"adjust  the  observed  school  means  to  a  new  set  of  means  from 
which  the  explained  vaj^iande  has  been  removed.     Ostensibly,  much" 
of  the  residual  variance;  still,  pr^eseht  in  these  adjusted  means , 
would  then  be  the  result  of  school,  installation  and  process  vari- 
ables (objectives,  pfogram  effectiveness,  staff,  or  facilities) . 
Of  course  ^jVaie  success  of  the  procedure  depends  on  the  oarticular 
student^,(^ckground  variables  entered  in  the  regression  equation,  the 
strength, of  their  relationship  with  the  performance  criterion 
measure  (with  the  process  variables),  and  the  amount  of  inevitable  ^ 
error;     Still,  to  the  extent,  that  a  regression  analysis  is  found  to 
be  successful,  it  .serves  to  resolv^  the  following  dilemma:,  schools 
with  roughly  equal,  unadjusted  mean  achievement  scores  may  well 
vary  widely >|with  respect  to'  their  installation  and  process  variables 
conversely,  Schools  which  are  .equivialent  with,  respect  to.  their 
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m&tallation  and  process  variables  may  well  display  roughly  equac} 
test  performance  levels ^    Thus,  a  regressioii  analysis  permits  the 
estimation  bf -  school  effectiveness  with  some  protectipn  against 
the  confounding  by  student  background  variables. 


2.  The  Choice  of  Student  Background  Variables 

Even  a  cursory  inspection  of  the  literature  suggests 
an  almost  endless -array  of  background"  variables  which  influence  ^ 
achievement:     race,  sex,  age,  family  .structure ,  student  ability, 
measures  of  socioeconomic  status   (SES) ,  attitude,  motivation, 
s*felf-per,ceptiQn,  aspiration  intention,  and  expectation,  these  and 
other  vari,ables  have  been  shown  to  be  related  to  studeni;^  performance 


"  Apnor  (197^),  Coleman  (1966),  and  Mayeske   (1973)  have 
shown  in  separate  studies  that  up  to  10  percent  of  the  variation  ^ 
in  school  perfo:pnance  can  be ^explained  by  ethnic  and ^racial 
determiners C^bmbeF^  antj  Keeves   (1373)  ,  Plowden^(l9  67)  ,  and" 
Purves   (1973) -have  shown  the  influence  from  sex  and  age. differ- 
ences, even  whei?  grade  levels  are  held  constant.     Bachman  '  (19  70)  , 
Coleman  (1966),  and ^Mayeske   (1973)   demonstrated  that  some  achieve- 
ment  variance  can  be  accounted  for  by  family  structure  differ- 
entiation such  as  home  intact  vs.  broken,  number  of  children,  and 
head  of  household. 

Perhaps  the  best  known  and  most  widely  employed .cor- 
relate of  achievement  is  student  ability.     An  enormous  niomber  of 
/studies  on  these  relationships  are  extant  in  the  literature. 
Excellent  summaries  may  be  found  in  Bryant,  ^Glaser,  et  al.  (1974), 
Hauser  (1969),  Hanu3hek  (1970),  and. the  New  York  University  (1972) 
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In  general,  it  is  found  that  student  ability  is  a  strong  predictor 
of  achievement.     However,  it  has  also  been  found  that  estimating 
ability,  apart  from  achievement,  is  extremely  difficult.  The 
unavoidable  compounding  of  these  variables  in  the  measurement' pro-  . 
cess  has  led  to  problems  in  interpretation. 

In  the  recent  past,  the  term  "_IQ"  and  the  concept  of 
intelligence  assessment  have  given ^rise  to  considerable  cohtro- 
versy..     For  thi?  reason,  a  measure  called  "Standard  Age  Score" 
(SAS) ,  which  is  computed  from  the  Nonverbal  section  of  the 
Cognitive  Abilities  Test. (CAT) ,  was  chosen  as  a  vocable  alterna- 
'  tive.     In  terms  of  its  relationship  to  achievement,  SAS  has  been, 
shown  equivalent  to  IQ-     In  fact,  scores  on  the  nonverbal  ability 
test  are  considered  by  some  scholars  to  be  indicators' of  int^fcti-'oiA 
gence. 

The  most  extensive  literature  on . achievement-related 
varia-bles,  next  to  student  ability,  deals  with  measures  of  socio- 
economic status.     The  New  York  University  Study " (1972) ,  Eason,  Gary 
and  Crawford  (1969),  Husen  (1972),  Reiss   (1961),  and  Thorndike 
• (1973)   give  excellent  summaries.     All  present  strong  evidence 
th^t  variance  in  school  perf ormancH:^±s  associated  with  differ- 
ences in  the  socioeconomic  backgrounds  of  the  students. 

A  number  o£  studies,  (see  Bryant,  Glaser,  et  al./  1974), 
have  shown  a  partial  dependence  of  student  performance  on  personal 
characteristics,  such  as  those  mentioned  above. 

In  the  last  three  decades,  many  indices  have  been  de- 
veloped to  estimate  SES.     However,  most  of  these  can  be  shown  to  ' 
measure  the  same  underlying  factor.     It  appeared  from  the  litera- 
ture search  that  the  two  measures,  "Mother ^s  Education"   (SES  1), 
and  "Family  Income"   tSES  2),  were  most  efficacious.     Hence,  the 
MSDE  decided  to  use  these. 
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Given  the  vast  nxamber  of  alternative  choices  for  the 
inclusion  of  related  variables  in  the  regression  equation  for 
student  performance,  the  naive  approach  might  well  consider  in- 

However,  two  objections  at  otice  rule  out 
such  an  approach.     First,  the  cost^  ifLime,  and  effort  which  would 
be  -required  for  the  collection  and^^alysis  of  that  much  data  are 
simply  prohibitive.     Second,  as  it:^\urns 'out ,  all  these  various 
measures  of  student  background  are  highly  intercorrelated.  Now, 
it  is  in  the  very  nature  of  regression  analysis  to  detect  these 
intercorrelations  and  remove  from  the  achievement  only  that 
variance  which  can  be  attributed  to  these  variables  "independei^- 
ly,"  that  is,  without  "double  dipping"  due  to  overlap  in  relation- 
ships.    As  a  result^  it  was  found  that  once  one  or  two  variables 
related  to  achievement  have  been  entered  into  the  equation,  little 
or  no  additional  variance  is  accounted  for  by  inclusion  of  further 
variables.     Because^ a  review  of  the  literature  indicated  the  two 
most  promising  student  Joackground  variables  to  be  ability^  and 
SES,  and  because  data  collection  of  measures  on  these  variables 
appeared  to  be  most  feasible,  the  Maryland  State  Department  of 
Education  (MSDE)  decided  on  them  for  the '^analysis  of  Year  I  (1974) 
data. 

4  ,  ' 

In  the  present  analysis.  Year  II   (1974),  the  independent 
variables  were  restricted  to  the  average  school  Student  Age 
Scores   (SAS)   only.     The  reasons  for  this  restriction  are  twofold: 
1)   the  SES  variables  (mother's  education  and  family  iricome)  which 
are  drawn  from  the  Fourth  Count,  1970  Census  data  that  was  collected 
i^n  Spring  1969,  can  seriously  be  challenged  as  accurate  measures 
of  the  present  school  populations;  and  2)   during  last  year's 
analysis,  it  was  observed  that  the  two  SES  variables  (mother's 
education  and  family  income)  made  a  negligible  independent  con- 
tribution to  the  regression  except  for  vocabulary  in  Grades 
3  and  5,  and  reading  in  Grade  5.     Although  strongly  correlated 
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with  achievement,  these  SES  variables  were  highly  correlated  with 
SES  in  such  a  way  that  they  could  not  account  for  any  significant 
variance  in  achievement  once  SAS  had  been  removed.     It  follows 
that  the  time  and  expense  required  for  the  collection  and  analysi 
of  s\ich  data  simply  was  not  warranted. 


3.  Some  Terminology  and  Computational  Procedures,  > 

Infc^tegression  analysis,  distinction  is  made  between 
"dependent"  and  "independent"  variables.     The  dependent  variables 
are  often  referred  to  as  "criterion  measures"  or,  simply,  "cri- 
teria."    The  independent  variables  are  usually  called  "predictor 
variables"  or,  simply,  "predictors."     In  the  accountability  study, 
the  criteria  are  the  school  average  GE's  for  the  various  subtests 
of  the  ITBS.     The  predictors  comprise  the  SAS  as  discussed  in  the 
previous  section.  ^ 

■      J'  ' 

To  avoid  confusion,  it  is  important  to  clarify  the 
sense  in  which  the  terms  "predictor"  and  "criterion"  are  being 
used  in  the  regression  analysis.     Frequently,  a  statistician  is 
given  the  scores  on  several  predictors  for  a  subject  with  unknown 
criterion  performance.     It  is  then  required  to  "ptedict"  a  probable 
score  on  the  criterion  on  the  basis  of  the  predictor  scores.  In 
the  accountability  program,  all  criterion  scores  are  known.  Hence, 
there  is  no  "prediction"  of  these  scores  in  the  ordinary  senae  of 
that  word.     The  logic  here  would  be  to  suppose  a  school's  average 
SAS  equals  exactly  the  state's  average  SAS,     Then,  ^iven  a  strong 
relationship  between  SAS  and  a  particular  GE,  that  school's  average 
GE  "ought  to,"  or  is  "predicted  to",  lie  close  to  the  average  GE 
for  the  state.     Similarly,  for  a  school  with  an  average  SAS  well, 
above  that  of  the  state's,  that  school's  average  GE  "should"  lie 
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well  above  the  state's  average  GE  and,  finally,  a  school  with 
average  SAS  below  the  state's  is  "expected'^  to  obtain  an  average 
GE  below  the  state.     These  relative  SAS  and  GE  differentials*  are 
not  simple  p?:oportions.     It  is  precisely  the  function  of  the  re- 
gression equation  to  compute  ]iow  much  a  school's  average  GE  is 
expected  .to  be* above  or  below  the  state  mean,  given  the  amount  ^ 
by  which' that,  school 's  average  SAS'  is  above  or  below  the* state's 
SAS  average , 

In  symbolic  language,  the  following  is  an  exposition 
of  the  procedures : 

Let        Y^'  =  the  "predicted"  GE  average  on  some  ITBS  sub- 
tests for  school  i; 

Y^    =  the  observed  GE  average  on  the  same  subtest 
for  the  same  school  i; 


=  the  average  SAS  for  any  school  in  the  state; 
Y      =  the  meanvof^ll  Y^'s,  sa]|fie  subtest; 
=  the  mean  of  all  X^'s  for  the  state; 


X 
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Sy    =  the  standard  deviation  of  Y  in  the  state  distri- 
bution; 

Sx    =  the,  standard  deviation  of  X  in  the  state  distri- 
bution; \. . 

r    =  the  correlation  between  Y  and  X; 
Then  Y^ '  =  Y  +  rSy/Sx(X.   -  X) 

and  the  "adjusted  ^feore"  or  residual  is  given  by  , 
RES.   =  Y.   -  Y.  ' 

;  It  is  easy  to  show  that  the  variance  of  thase  residuals  is  given 
by  the  expression 

2  2 
var  (res)  =  S  y  (1  -  r^) 
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from  which  it  follows  that  the  portion  of  original  variance  in 
the  school  average  GE's  eitplained  by  SAS,  and  then  removed,  is 
given  by  r^,  the  s^jj^e  of  the  correlation  between  a  particular 
GE  and  SAS.  '  - 


4.  Results  of  the  Regression  Analysis 

It 

All  computations  for  the  regression  analysis  were  per- 
formed with  the  use  of  the  BMD02R,  computer  program.     The  general 
characteristics  of  the  results  are  recorded  in  this  section. 
Table  4,  "in  the  main  body  of  the  accountability  report,,  contains 
a  school -by- school  listing  of  the  four  subtest  residuals. 

Of  the  general  characteristics,  perhaps  the  most  im- 
portant are  the  correlations  among  the  <iTBS  S^tests  and  with 
SAS,  which  are  shown  in  the  tables  on  the  next  page.     In  parti- 
cular, the  unusually  high  correlations   (range:     .816  -  .942)  between 
the  subtests  and  SAS  on  the  various  grade  levels  should  be  noted. 
Other  nonverbal  tests  of  innate^ability  (e.g.,  WISC  Performance, 
the  kavens  P^pqressive  Matrices!"  and  the  Lorge-Thprndike)  are 
known  to  correlate  closer  to  .5  with  reading  tests.     It  may  well 
be  that  if  these  correlations  are  hot  artifactual   (and  thereby 
spurious),  the  nonverbal  portion  of  the  Cognitive  Abilities  Test 
is  not  as  independent  of  language  skills  as  was  supposed,  or  that 
itj  administration  required  a  great  deal  of  language  communication. 


311 


INTERCORREIATION  MATRIX  AT  THE  THIRD  GRADE  LEVEL 


1 

1  2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

SAS 

1.000  .850 

.^79 

.833/ 

.888 

2 

Vocabulary 

1.000 

.944 

.917 

.928 

3 

Reading  Comp. 

1.000 

.921 

.936 

4 

Langxiage  Total 

1.000 

.930 

5 

Math  Total 

1.000 

INTERCORRELATION  MATRIX  AT  THE  FIFTH  GRADE  LEVEL 


1  2  3  4  5 


1.000  .876  .898  .876  .896 

1.000,  .960  .929  .913 

1.000  .934  .934 

1.000  .926 
1.000 


INTERCORRELATION  MATRIX  AT  THE  SEVENTH  GRADE  LEVEL 


1  2 

3 

.4 

5 

1 

SAS                                 1.000  .816 

.892 

.823 

.910 

2 

Vdccibulary                 -  1.000 

.919 

.944 

.859 

3 

Reading  Comp. 

1.000 

.910 

.943 

4 

Language  Total 

1.000 

.892 

5 

Math  Total  ' 

1.000 

INTERCORRELATION  MATRIX  AT  THE 

NINTH  GRADE  LEVEL 

1      ,  2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

SAS                                  1.000  .895 

.942 

.876 

N  .941 

2 

Vocabulary  1.000 

.944 

.948 

/■.916 

3 

Reading  Comp. 

1.000 

.927 

f  .963 

4 

Language  Total 

1.000 

.905 

5 

Math  Total 

1.000 

A  simple  way  to  summarize  the 

apparent 

overlap 

Is  to 

c        cdmpute  the  square  of  the  correlation,  which  gives  the  percent  of 
variance  in  the  GE*s  accounted  for  by  SAS.     The  table  on  the 
following  page  shows  the  results  of  these  computations  by  grade 
level  and  siibtest: 


1  *  SAS  ^ 

2  Vocabulary 

3  Reading  Comp. 

4  Language  Total 

5  Math  Total 
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PERCENTS  OF  VARIANCE  ACCOUNTED  FOR  BY  SAS 


-  * 

GRADE  3 

GRADE  5 

GRADE  7 

GRADE  9 

Vocabulary 
Reading 

Language  Total 
Math  Total 

.723 
.773 
.694 
.789  ^ 

.767 
.806 
.752 
.803 

.666 
.796 
.677 
.828 

.801 
.887 
.767 
.885 

With  these  large  percentages  of  variance  accounted  for, 
one  must  face  the  question  of  what  is  left  in  the  residuals. 
Might  it  be  the  case  that  the  residuals  merely  represent  random 
error,  and  that  the  variation  among  them  is  only  error  variance 
rather  than  a  measure  of  differential  school  effectiveness?  No 
■doubt,  a  substantial  portion  of  such  differential  effectiveness 
"washed  out,"  and  interpretation  of  the  residuals  is^more  difficult 
given  those  high  correlations.     However,  it  i/S  unlikely  that 
nothing  but  error  Variance  remained.     In  order  to  assess  this 
likelihood,  partial  correlations  were  computed  between  Year  I 
and  Year  if  residuals ,  .holding  shifts "in  SAS  constant,  with  the 
following  results:  '  _ 


Vocabulary 
Reading 

Language  Total 
Math  Total 


GRADE  3  GRADE  5  GRADE   7  GRADE  9 

.52  .48  »62  .57 

.51  .48  .62  .63 

.51  .48  .66  .68 

.41,  .50  V             .70  .66 

 ■  r^^  r  


These  substantial  partials  show  a  high  degree  of  sta- 
bility of  the  resj-duals  from  Year  I  to  Year  II,  particularly  since 
all  observations  are  on  new  sets  of  students.     Such  correlations 
could  hardly  have  arisen  from  collections  of  random  errors. 

In  spite  of  these  results,  caution  is  still  needed  so  as 
to-  avoid  assuming  that  a  school's  deviation  from  its  "predicted" 
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achievement  level   (i.e.,   its  Maryland  norm)   can  serve  as  the  sole 
criterion  of  its  effectiveness-     As  first  stated  in  Section  1.5.2 
of  this,  report,  it  must  be  repeated'  here  that,  at  best,  the  resi- 
duals  might  serve  as  a  first  indicator  of  where  to  begin  an  in- 
depth  process  evaluation,  and  .that  only  for  the  schools  in  the 
extreme  ends  of  the  residual  distribution. 


In  order  to  aid  such  an  interpretation,  schools  in  the 
lower  2.5  percent  of  the  residual  distribution  were  placed  in  a 
JNiroup  I^"  and  those  in  the  upper  2.5  percent  in  a  "Group  II." 

Then,  a  two  group  discriminant  function  was  computed 
using  the  following  independent  variables  as^  the  criteria; 

■r  ^  '  ■ 

Total  Enrollment 
Pupil/Staff  Ratio 

Percent  Daily^  Attendance  / 
Teacher's  Experience'^  v  - 

Administrator's  Experience 
Percent  Staff  with  MA's^or  higher 
Percent  Disadvantaged  Pupils 
Mother's  Educational  Level 
Family  Income 


The  following  is  a  summary  of  results: 


TRUE  MEMBERSHIP 
^'  t, Group  I         Group  II 


Group  I 

42 

14 

56 

ASSIGNED  BY  THE 

DISCRIMINANT  FUNCTION 

Group  II 

20 

46 

66 

62 

60 

122 

P  (2/1)  =  20/62  =  .32 
P  (1/2)  =  14/60  =  .23 
P  (total  error)  =  34/122  =  .28 
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A  simple  interpretation  of  discriminant  analysis  may  be 
obtained  ^  considering  the  classification  error  probabi^lities. 
Observe  that  20  of  the  62  schools  in  Group  II  were  classified  by 
the  function  as  belonging  to  Group  1/  which  is  an  error  rate  of 
32  percent,  denoted  by  P(2/l)  =  .32  (read:     the  probability  of 
classifying  a  school  as  belonging  to  Group  I ,  when  it  really  be- 
longs to  Group  II,  is  .32).     Similarly,  the  probability  of  classi- 
fying a  school  as  belonging  to  Group  II  when  it  really  belongs  to 
Group  I  is  .23   (or  i(l/2)  =  .23) .     The  total  classification  error 
of  the  function  is  seen  to  be  28  percent.     These  probabilities  of 
.^isclassification  show  that  the "independent  variables  are  sub-, 
stantiallv  related  to  a  school's  location  on  the  residual  distri- 
but  ion. 
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Appendix  F     instruments  used  to  measure  academic  ability 

AND  academic  ACHIEVEMENT 


'  7 

1 .  Introduction 

 '  "  '  ^ 

Two  nationally  standardized  measurement ^instruments 
administered  in  Spring  1975  were  the  sources  of  data  collected 
on  student  ability  and  achievement.     The  Cognitive  Abilities 
Test  (CAT),  Form  1,  1971  edition,  was  used  to.measure  student 
academic  ability;  and  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic  Skills  (ITBS) , 
Form  5,  1971  edition,  was  selected  to  assess  academic  achieve- 
ment. 

/         The  ITBS  was  employed  for  statewide  assessment  of 
^^^.a^ademic  achievement  in  part  becaiise  17  of  the  ^24  local  school 
system^  were  already  employing  some  edition  of  it  as  part  of 
their  regular  testing  programs.     The  Cognitive  Abilities  Test 
"  was  selected  because  it  had  been  normed  on  the  same  population 
as  was  the  ITBS.  < 

> 

The  ITBS  and  CAT  werd  admrnistired  to  all  Maryland 
public  school  children  in  Grades  7  ahd  9  during  the  period 
March  1  to 'March  31  and  to  children  in  Qrades  3  and  5  during 
the  period  April  15  to  May  15. 

Three  pa^rts  of  the  Nonverbal  Subtest  of  the  CAT  are 
u^ed  in  the  Maryland  Accountability  Program.  *'  These  are: 

•  Part  I      —  Figure  Classification 

•  Part  II     —  Figure  Analysis 

•  Part  III  —  Figure  Synthesis 

Eight  tests  of  the  ITBS  were  also  selected  to  measure 
achievement  in  the  following  three  basic  skills,  areas.     These  are 

•  Reaiiing  Skills 

•  Basic  Language  Skills 

•  Mathematics  Skills  r-  ^ .  i' 
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D€Bcription  of  InatrumentB  Ua^d 


Cognitive  Abilitiai  Tcit 

L 

Th«  data  prea«nt«d  here  ar«  from  the  Nonverbal  Subtest  of  the  CAT.     The  Nonverbal 
Subteet  wae  'aelected  aa  the  source  of  academic  ability  data  because  it  doee  not  require 
■tudenta  to  reach  or  to  perform  arithrootical  computations.     The  test  is  intended  to  raeaeure 
the^  student's  ability  to  reason  by  usi^g  test  questiops  that  are  not  bound  by  formal 
school  instruction.     The  test  emphasizes  the  discovery  of  and  flexibility  in  manipulating 
relationships  expressed  in  figures >  sym^ls,  and  patterns.     It  has  three  parts i 

e        Part  I        —    Figure  Classification  (17  minutes).  Figure 
Classification  moasuros  the  pupil's  ability 
to  [determine  how  a  set  of  figuree  are  alike 
and  then  to  select  from  five  alternatives  the 
one  that  belongs  with  the  set. 

e        Part  II      —    Figure  Analyeis  (14  minutes) .     Figure  Analysis 
naasures  the  pupil *s  ability  to  determine  how 
t\K)  figures  .are  related  to  each  other  and  then 
'  *  to  select  two  figures  that  are  related  in  the 

sane  way. 

\  v> 

e        Part  III    —   Vigure  Synthesis  (16  minutes).     Figure  Syntheeis 
measures  the  pupil's  ability  to  select  from 
■»  alternative  piecee  those  that  when  combined  vrould 

•J.        '  '  form  a  particular  whole. 

The  scores  of  the  three  parts  are  combined  to  form  a  total  Nonverbal  Ability 
Scor^>    Ttie^  Nonverbal  Ability  Scores  are  set  so  that  a  score  of  100  equals  the  average 
score  for  any  age  group.     A  third  grade  class  with  mn  average  Nonverrbal  Score  of  VOO  indi- 
cates, that,  on  the  average,  the  etudents  in  that  grade  did  as  well  as  on  the  teet  of  non- 
verbal resigning  as  did  studente  of  their  age  nationally. 


Iowa  .Tests  of  Basic  Skills 

The  following  eight  teets  of  the  ITDS  were  selected  for  uee  as  indicators  of 
acadM^io  achievement.     The  brief  deecriptione  that  follow  give  a  general  indication  of  the 
skills  required  for  succese  on  each  teet.  < 


/ 


Reading  Skills 

Vocabulary  (17  minutes) •     The  Vocabulary  Teet  raeaeures  the 
pupil's  understanding  of  the  meaning'e  of  worde  presented 
in  ehort  eentencee.     The  pupil  chooses,  from  among ^ four 
alternatives,   the  word  that  has  the  cloeeet  meaning  to  the 
key  word. 

Reading  Comprehension  (55  minutee) .     The  Reading  Comprehen- 
slon  Test  meaeures  the  pupil'e  ability  to  recognize  ahd 
tuSderstand-stated  or  implied  factual  detaile  and  relationships! 
to  discern  the  purpose  or  main  idea  of  a  par^^graph  or  eelectioni 
to  organize  the  ideas  presented  in  a  selection^  and  to  evaluate 
what-  is  read.     The  test  ueee  short  stories,  factual  articles, 
and  ];>oems,ae  the  basse  for  the  test  item. 
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Basic  Lanquc^ge  Skills  ' 

Spelling  (12  minutes).     The  Spelling  Test 'measures  the  pufiil's 
ability  1:o  recognize  mistakes  in  spelling,     pach  test  item 
presents  four  words.     The"  pupil  indicates  which,  if  any,  of 
the  words  ife  spelled  incorrectly, 

Capi tal i^OTion   (15  minutes).     The -Capital fzation  Test  measures 
the  pujTil's  ability  to  recognize  the  words  in  a  sentence  which 
should  be  capit^ilized.     The  pupil  indicates  the  part  of  the 
sentence  ift  which, ^ if  any,  an  error  in  capitalization  occurs. 

Punctuation  (20  minutes).     Ability  to  punctuate  is  tested  by 
having  the  pupil  indicate  the  part. of  a  sentence  or  the  part 
of  a  correspondence  letter yin  which,  if  any,  an  error  in 
punctuation  occurs. 

Usage  (20  minutes).     The,  Usagfe'.  Test  measures  the  pupil  *s  ability 
to  usQ  words  according  tb  the  standards  of  correctly  written 
English.     The  pupil  indicates  the  sentence  in  which,   if  any,  ^ 
errors  occur  in  t^e  use  of  the  verb  forms,  adjectives,  adverbs,, 
etc^ 


A  total  Language  ^oore  is  obtained  by  adding  together  the  grade  equivalent  scores 
of  the  fouTr  basic  language  skills  t6sts  and,  dividing  the  suia  §y  four   (4)  .  | 

•        Mathematics  Concepts^^O  nj^inutes)  ,     The  Mathematics  Concepts 
Test  measures  the  pupil *s  ability  to  understand  the  number^ 
system  and  the  terms  and  operations  used  in  mathematics.  It 
goes  beyond  the  four  fupdamerital  processes  c^f  ac3dition,  sub-.^ 
^  traction,  multiplication  and  division  by  exploring  concepts 

"     involved  in  currency ,  *t^u,^ntity^,  time,  temperature,  weight, 
^  length,  volume,  working  with,  whole  numbers,  and  working  With* 

^  ,     uecimals,  tructions,  percents,   and  ratios.     The  pupil  is 

presented  with  a  question  and  four  alternative  responses  * 

from  which  he  is  to  select  the  one  which  best  answers  the 

question ,      \  '  "  ,  * 

Mathematics  Problem  Solving  (,30  minutes)  .     The  intent  irC  thiS' 
*  V  test  is  to  measure  the  pupil's  ability  to  solve  realistic 

problems  presented  in  situations  he  might  experience  in  every- 
day living.     The  test  does  not  require  th6  pupil  to  compute 
the  answer  but  to  select  the  carrect  one  f jcom  four  stated  ^ 
alternatives,  -  • 

A  total  Mathematics  score  is  obtained  by  .adding  together  the  'grade  equivalent 
scores  of  the  two  matliematics,  tests  and  dividing  the  sum 'by  two  (2), 

The  achievement  test  scores  are  expressed  as  GE  scores,  read  as  grade  equivalent 
scores.     The  firs€  digit  represents  the  grade  ahd  the  second  digit  the  month 'within  the 
grade.     A  GE  of  5.7  would  be  read  fifth  grade  seventh  month. 
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Appendix  G     preliminary  plans  for  the  process  evaluation  component 


Essential  to  the  concept  of  accountability  i§.  the  study 
and  evaluation  of  existing  educational  processes.*    As  was  mentioned 
in  Section  1.5.6  of  the  report,  ci  team  of  local  representa,tives 
was 'organized  at  the  state  level  to  plan  this  process  of  evaluation. 
Specification  o£  the  variables  ta  be  studied,  together  with  the 
implementation  tentatively  planned,  is  outlined  below. 

I.  School-Related  Variables 

Because  jLt  is  recognized  that  the  educational  enterprise 
do6s  not  take  place  in"  a  vacuum,  and  because  students  ^re* exposed 
to  a  host  of  varialbles,  the  first  concern  is  with  the  school  re- 
sources  related  to  students,  such  as: 


Total  cost  per  pupil 
Instructional  salary  cost  per  pupil 
Expenditure  per  pupil  on'  kindergarten 
Numjjer  of  pupils  per  teacher 

Numbersv^-^of  pupils  per  non-teacher  professional 
Percentage  average  daily  attendance 
Number  of  disruptive  incidents  per  year 
Number  of  atl^eAdirig  students  per  lab 
Nttob^V  o^^ibrary  books  per  pupil 
Playgrouna  square  footage^  per  pupil 


II, 


Classroom-  Centered  Variables  *aild  their  Measurement 


Teacher  Centered  Performance  Criteria 

Using  a  combination  of  interviews  and  class- 
room observations,  specially  trained  personnel  . 
wpuld  obtain  indicators  of  twelve  teache.if  per- 
formance criteria.     Part  of,  the  instriimer^tation 
for  this  task  has  already  been  developed. 
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School  Administration  Leadership  Style 

A  questionnaire  has  been  located  which  should 
afford  the  professional  staff  at  each  school 
the  opportunity  to  express  a  characterization 
of  the  school's  administration. 

Teacher  Practices  Observation  Record 

— '  — — ''  

This  is  a  62-item  inatruiaent'  for  observing 
teacher ^classroom  behavior.     It ' is  particularly 
useful  in  assisting  teachers  to  a4opt  class- 
room practices  consistent  with  philosophies. 

Brown,  O.R. ,  The  Experimental  Mind  in  Education. 
Harper  and  Row,  New  York:  1968. 

'  Reciprocal  Category  System  - 

* 

This  is  a  modif icatiop  o£  the  Flander's  Inter- 
action Analysis  System.     By  use  of  semantic  dif- 
ferentials, the  system  permits  an  identification, 
examination,  classification  and  quantification  of 
verbal  classroofn  behaviors.  . 

Ober,  R.I.,  Bently/  E.L. ,  and  Miller,  E. , 
Systematic  Observation  qf  Teacherg*  Prentice 
Hall,  New  Jersey:  1971. 

South  Carolina  Observation  Record 

^vTliis  is  an  instrument  specially  designed  to  supple- 
ment interaction  analysis  by  recording  nonverbal 
behavior.     A  majoi^  section  of  the  instrument 
deals  with  the  Hostility  Affections  Schedule 
of  Fowler.  .  \ 

Developed  by  Robert  S.  Soar,  at  the  University 
of  Florida. 

Self-Concept  as  a  Learnejtr  Scale 

This  is  a^90--item  instrument,  with  LiRert-type 
response  scales,  developed  by  Weatjen.  It 
generates  ordinal  data  measuring  the  degree 
of*  positive  self-concept. 

Florida  Keys 

This  is  an  adaptation  of  the  Self-Concept  as  a 
Learner  Scale  for  use  in  Grades  K-3; 

Purkey,  W.  W. ,  Self-Concept  and  School 
Achievement.     Prentice  Hall. 
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A  niimber  of  these  instruments  are  already  in  use  by 
staff  in  the  Frederick  County  public  school  system. 


III'.  Other  School  Variable  Studies 


•  Organization  Dynamics 

This  includes  a  study  of  the  staff  hierarchy, 
staff  interaction,  the  principal's  leadership 
style  and  decisionmaking  procedures/  support 
services,  and  parent  aides.   

•  Classroom  Management 

This  includes  an  evaluation  of  instructional 
objectives,  learning  centers  or  stations, 
grouping  of  students  for  instruction,  provisions 
for  independent  work,  display  of  pupil  productions, 
and  procedures  for.  pupil  feedback. 

•  Instructional  Materials  and  Media 

This  includes  an  evaluation^of  the  quantity, 
range,  and  depth  of  materials  in  the  class- 
rooms, use  pf  audio-visual  equipment,  and 
media  center  resources  and  activities. 

•  School  Building  Management 

This  includes  a  concern  for  physical  appearance, 
storage  and  accessibility  of  materials  and  the 
lunchroom  climate. 

•  Second  Order  Characteristics 

•  t 

These  include  an  evaluation  of  the  teacher  turn- 
over and  teacher  attitude,  pupil  attitude  and 
behavior,  parent-teacher  conferences,  and  the 
PTSA  activities  and  orientation.  ^ 

Instrumentation  for  the  measurement  of  these  Category  III 
variables  is  already  being  developed  in  the  Prince  George's  County 
pujDlic  school  system.  ^ 


r  Q 


G-3 


0 


